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BLIND  BLOCK  FAST  FOOD  CHAINS, 
ASK  CONGRESS  FOR  HELP: 
ACB  ON  VACATION,  SAYS  "HAVE  A  GOOD  DAY,' 
STILL  PLANNING  STRATEGY 


The  blind  vending  program  on  federal 
and  other  property  is  supposed  to  be  a 
cooperative  governmental  effort  to  make 
space,  equipment,  and  business  help 
available  to  the  blind.  This  translates 
into  jobs  for  nearly  4,0  00  blind  people 
nationwide.  It  is  the  only  government- 
ally  backed,  targeted  jobs  program  set 
up  specifically  for  blind  people  nation- 
wide. This  explains  why  the  Federation 
would  get  upset  if  anything  happened  to 
threaten  the  program  or  diminish  its 
potential  business  opportunities. 

The  blind  vending  program  is  not  some- 
thing designed  solely  or  exclusively  for 
the  blind  vendors.  It  has  potential  for 
benefiting  all  of  us.  Every  blind  per- 
son is  affected  to  some  degree  by  the 
success  or  failure  of  this  program  and 
that  of  the  individuals  who  work  in  it. 
In  like  manner,  we  are  all  affected  by 
what  the  agencies  (state  and  federal)  do 
to  fulfill  their  responsibilities  for 
the  program  and  its  growth.  Some  of  the 
blind  vendors  say  that  they  should  ban 
together  and  form  their  own  exclusive 
club.  They  want  to  avoid  getting  in- 
volved in  all  of  the  other  problems  and 
concerns  of  the  blind,  generally.  But, 
this  is  a  narrow  view  of  the  value  and 
potential  of  organizing.  And,  so,  it 
would  be  similarly  to  the  disadvantage 
of  all  blind  people  if  those  of  us  who 
are  not  vendors  turned  our  backs  on 
those  who  are.  The  purpose  of  our 
movement  is  to  address  issues  and  right 
wrongs   that  are  based  on  blindness.    We 


must  do  this  to  the  extent  that  we  have 
the  resources  and  ability  to  respond. 
Thus,  we  are  not  a  fragmented,  rag-tag 
band  of  individuals— we  are  a  cohesive, 
single  movement.  We  are  capable  of  ad- 
dressing the  concerns  of  vendors  as  well 
as  those  of  teachers,  students,  rehabil- 
itation clients,  workers  in  sheltered 
workshops,  and  so  on.  This  is  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind. 

Recent  events  affecting  the  blind 
vending  program  at  the  federal  level 
should  put  to  rest  forever  any  thought 
that  a  better  strategy  would  be  to  set 
up  a  separate  exclusive  vendors  organi- 
zation. The  occurrences  described  in 
this  article  arc  also  convincing  proof 
that  our  movement,  the  National  Federa- 
tion of  the  Blind,  is  the  most  potent 
and  effective  force  at  work  today  on 
behalf  of  blind  vendors  as  well  as  all 
blind  people  in  the  nation.  Consider 
how  the  American  Council  of  the  Blind, 
and  its  front  organization  for  vendors 
(the  Randolph- Sheppard  Vendors  of  Ameri- 
ca) has  behaved  during  the  crisis  we  arc 
about  to  describe.  An  organization  must 
be  judged  not  merely  by  what  it  says  but 
also  by  what  it  does  (what  it  actually 
accomplishes).  We  would  want  it  no 
other  way. 

The  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  is  the  fed- 
eral law  which  governs  the  conduct  of 
the  blind  vending  program,  nationwide. 
The  original  idea,  when  the  Act  was 
passed  in  193  6,  was  that  blind  people 
would  operate  small  "vending  stands"   in 
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public  buildings.  The  stands  would  dis- 
pense confections,  tobacco  products, 
newspapers,  and  other  articles  prepared 
and  wrapped  off  the  premises.  The  blind 
vendor  was  a  figure  to  be  seen  in  a 
lobby  corner,  housed  in  a  kiosk-type 
booth,  unable  and  not  required  to  move 
about.  All  products  for  sale  were  at 
arm's  length.  The  concept  might  argu- 
ably have  been  appropriate  for  the 
times,  and  it  was  clearly  better  than 
the  alternatives  of  unemployment  or  beg- 
ging. 

The  Randolph-Sheppard  Program  offered 
a  ready-made  opportunity  for  blind  peo- 
ple to  perform  a  valuable  service  to  the 
public  and  to  become  self-supporting  in 
the       process.  But       the       changing 

times  brought  new  demands  for  commercial 
enterprises  in  public  buildings  and  a 
similar  wish  by  blind  people  to  respond. 
Automatic  vending  machines  and  expanded 
food  service  operations  (including  large 
cafeterias  to  feed  government  employees 
and  the  public)  became  commonplace. 
These  facilities  grew  and  expanded  dra- 
matically, but  the  law  was  inadequate  to 
protect  the  interests  of  blind  vendors 
in  the  face  of  these  new  conditions. 

In  a  few  cases  we  attempted  to  apply 
the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  to  obtain  caf- 
eterias and  large  snack  bar  operations. 
One  of  the  most  notable  and  successful 
instances  occurred  in  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
in  the  1960s,  when  a  new  federal  build- 
ing with  a  large  cafeteria  plan  for  the 
sixth  floor  was  about  to  open.  We 
wanted  to  demonstrate  that  blind  people 
could  operate  cafeterias.  But  we  met 
resistance  from  the  General  Services 
Administration  and  even  from  the  Office 
for  the  Blind  in  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in 
Washington.     So,  it  took  the  Governor  of 


Iowa,  help  from  the  Congressional  dele- 
gation, and  backing  from  the  organized 
blind  and  the  Iowa  Commission  for  the 
Blind  to  convince  the  federal  bureau- 
crats that  blind  people  should  be  given 
an  opportunity.  Then  they  found  a  way. 
Since  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  did  not 
include  cafeterias,  they  agreed  to  call 
the  business  a  "manually  operated  snack 
bar."  That  was  a  victory.  Never  mind 
what  it  was  called. 

No  wonder  there  were  few  cafeteria 
opportunities.  The  federal  government 
did  not  believe  that  blind  people  could 
handle  these  businesses,  and  many  state 
agencies  also  lacked  faith  in  the  blind. 
So  did  officials  in  the  office  for  the 
blind  in  the  federal  Rehabilitation 
Services  Administration,  who  frankly  and 
unashamedly  said  that  it  was  impossible 
for  a  blind  person  to  make  coffee  in  a 
sanitary  manner.  Few  were  prepared  to 
mount  the  kind  of  campaign  it  took  in 
Iowa.  Under  the  circumstances,  it  was 
inevitable  that  Congress  would  have  to 
get  involved  if  very  much  was  to  be  ac- 
complished. There  were  many  interests 
at  work  in  the  legislative  process  which 
led  to  the  19  74  amendments  to  the 
Randolph-Sheppard  Act.  One  of  our  major 
objectives,  however,  was  to  build  a 
stronger  legal  framework  to  permit  and 
require,  if  possible,  substantial  expan- 
sion of  the  blind  vending  program  beyond 
the  traditional  vending  stand.  Others 
agreed,  and  Congress  did  too.  So  the 
term  vending  stand  was  scrapped  in  favor 
of  "vending  facility,"  referring  to  a 
business  of  a  greater  variety  and  com- 
plexity. Food  could  be  prepared  on  or 
off  the  premises,  and  the  term  would 
encompass  "cafeterias."  Still  many  in 
the  government  almost  rebelled  at  the 
thought  that  blind  people  would  serve  up 
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food  for  federal  employees.  So  Congress 
wrote  some  protective  language  for  their 
benefit,  requiring  that  cafeterias  oper- 
ated by  the  blind  provide  service  at 
"reasonable  prices,  with  food  of  a  high 
quality,  comparable  to  that  currently 
provided  to  employees,.."  We  did  not 
consider  this  a  limitation.  The  law  was 
passed;  cafeterias  were  now  part  of  the 
blind  priority  for  vending  facilities  on 
all  federal  property. 

But  no  sooner  had  the  ink  dried  on  the 
19  74  amendments  to  theRandolph-Sheppard 
Act  than  we  began  to  detect  that  prob- 
lems were  afoot.  It  developed  that, 
just  prior  to  enactment  of  the  19  74 
amendments,  the  General  Services  Admin- 
istration (GSA)  had  established  a  policy 
of  signing  cafeteria  contracts  for  ini- 
tial five  year  periods,  with  two  auto- 
matic, noncompetitive  extensions.  This 
made  the  practical  and  effective  life  of 
many  cafeteria  contracts  amount  to  a 
period  of  fifteen  years.  So  in  many 
instances  the  new  law,  according  to  GSA, 
would  not  provide  a  priority  for  blind 
persons  to  operate  federal  cafeterias 
until  19  89,  fifteen  years  after  enact- 
ment of  the  19  74  amendments.  Some  cafe- 
terias would  become  available  sooner. 
But  any  that  were  turned  down  by  state 
agencies  could  not  be  secured  by  blind 
vendors  for  another  fifteen  years. 

Moreover,  the  Office  for  the  Blind  in 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  still  did  not  believe  in  the 
capacity  of  blind  persons  to  operate 
cafeterias.  Its       director       (Douglas 

McFarland)  was  the  same  individual  who 
had  become  involved  earlier  on  GSA's 
behalf  in  the  Iowa  struggle.  His  office 
would  prepare  the  regulations.  Under 
the  circumstances,  it  was  not  surprising 
that    the    regulations   which  were    finally 


issued  on  March  23,  19  77,  contain  a 
grandfather  clause  for  nonblind  cafe- 
teria operators.  This  is  exactly  what 
GSA  wanted— contracts  for  five  years, 
with  two  automatic  extensions  and  no 
blind      priority.  Whether     we      should 

have  challenged  the  regulations  at  that 
time,  or  taken  some  other  action  (such 
as  going  back  to  Congress),  is  only  a 
matter  of  academic  discussion.  The 
point  is  we  didn't.  Many  of  the  state 
agencies  had  served  notice  that  they 
were  not  prepared  to  begin  cafeteria 
programs  under  the  new  blind  priority, 
even  if  we  had  made  a  federal  chal- 
lenge. So  we  would  have  to  fight  the 
battle  for  expanding  the  blind  vending 
programs  state  by  state. 

Our  first  opportunity  to  do  this  came 
in  West  Virginia  in  mid- 19  76.  It  was  at 
this  time  that  the  Federal  Mining  Acade- 
my, operated  by  the  Mine  Safety  and 
Health  Administration,  was  opening  new 
facilities  in  Beckley,  West  Virginia. 
Cafeteria  service  was  contemplated.  But 
officials  of  the  Mine  Safety  Academy 
were  against  having  the  food  service 
provided  under  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Program.  In  fact,  they  obtained  a  so- 
called  "legal  opinion"  from  the  federal 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  saying  that  the  cafeteria  in 
Beckley,  West  Virginia,  would  be  exempt 
from  the  blind  priority  as  a  matter  of 
law.  This  was  nonsense,  but  it  was  the 
very  kind  of  nonsense  that  had  prevented 
the  expansion  of  the  program  prior  to 
the  19  74  amendments.  Something  had  to 
be  done.  We  went  to  court.  We  also  got 
the  West  Virginia  state  agency  to  join 
us.  There  were  technical,  legal  reasons 
for  this.  The  outcome  of  the  lawsuit 
was  swift  and  favorable.  The  cafeteria 
opened  on  schedule  with  a  nonblind  vend- 
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or.  But  the  court  said  that  could  be 
the  case  for  only  the  first  year.  After 
that  year,  by  mid- 19 77,  the  cafeteria 
must  be  part  of  the  blind  vending  pro- 
gram. No  fifteen-year  delay,  nor  any 
permanent  exemption  was  permitted.  The 
Beckley  cafeteria  is  to  this  day  a  part 
of  West  Virginia's  blind  vending  pro- 
gram, and  it  stands  as  a  testimonial  to 
the  effort  and  successful  action  of  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind. 

The  federal  regulations  implementing 
the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  establish  cer- 
tain administrative  procedures  which 
other  agencies  of  the  government  (state 
and  federal)  are  to  follow  in  providing 
vending  facility  opportunities  to  the 
blind.  Relevant  here  is  that  portion  of 
the  regulations  which  is  supposed  to 
give  a  priority  to  blind  persons  in  the 
operation  of  cafeterias.  A  regulation 
is  different  from  the  law.  Congress 
makes  laws.  Administrative  agencies 
which  are  part  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  government  make  regulations.  The 
regulations  spell  out  more  precisely  the 
procedures  to  be  followed  in  carrying 
out  what  Congress  has  directed.  Con- 
gress can  change  regulations  only  by 
changing  the  law  which  authorizes  them. 
But  the  Executive  Branch  agencies  can 
independently  change  their  regulations 
or  write  new  ones  in  order  to  respond  to 
new  conditions.  Their  responsibility  is 
to  implement  the  law  and  be  sure  that 
their  regulations  are  capable  of  doing 
so. 

In  the  19  74  amendments  to  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard Act,  Congress  directed 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  to  prescribe  regulations  for 
assuring  a  priority  for  the  blind  in 
cafeteria  operations.  This  responsi- 
bility   was     subsequently     transferred     to 


the  Secretary  of  Education  when  Congress 
broke  up  HEW  in  19  79.  Equally  impor- 
tant, the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  also 
gives  the  Department  of  Education  re- 
sponsibility for  overseeing  the  activi- 
ties of  other  government  agencies  which 
manage  property  where  blind  vendors  may 
be  located.  Any  limitation  on  the 
placement  or  operation  of  vending  facil- 
ities under  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Pro- 
gram must  be  cleared  first  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  Education. 

Congress  directed  that  a  single  agency 
of  the  government  should  protect  the 
interests  of  the  blind  vending  program 
in  part  as  a  means  of  assuring  that  com- 
mercial interests  would  not  be  allowed 
to  overtake  the  blind  priority.  This 
subversion  of  the  intent  of  the  law  by 
commercial  interests  is  precisely  what 
happened  in  the  years  preceding  the  19  74 
amendments.  Following  those  amendments 
the  tide  shifted  somewhat  in  favor  of 
the  blind  priority.  But  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Program  has  still  failed  to 
show  the  amount  and  type  of  growth  Con- 
gress expected.  Inadequate  regulations 
of  the  Department  of  Education  are  at 
least  partially  responsible  for  the  cur- 
rent stagnation  of  the  program.  This  is 
especially  true  of  the  cafeteria  prior- 
ity. 

On  December  28,  1983,  the  General 
Services  Administration  took  action 
which  shows  clearly  how  lax  federal  en- 
forcement of  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act's 
blind  priority  for  cafeterias  has  be- 
come. GSA  invited  bids  from  nationally 
recognized  fast  food  restaurant  chains 
to  set  up  shop  at  GSA  headquarters  in 
Washington,  D.C.  The  federal  regula- 
tions of  the  Department  of  Education  (in 
our  opinion,  in  direct  violation  of  the 
federal   law)   permit  bids   to  be   solicited 
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for  cafeteria  operations.  Offers  wUl 
be  considered  from  state  licensing  agen- 
cies on  behalf  of  blind  vendors  and  from 
nonblind  commercial  food  service  compan- 
ies. So,  on  its  face,  GSA's  bid  notice 
was  permissible.  However,  in  several 
respects,  this  move  was  a  direct  assault 
upon  the  blind  priority  for  cafeterias. 

Most  obvious  was  the  inevitable  compe- 
tition with  blind  vendors  by  aggressive, 
well-financed  fast  food  giants,  such  as 
McDonald's,  Wendy's,  Burger  King,  Roy 
Roger's,  and  Pizza  Hut,  just  to  name  a 
few.  Once  federal  space  was  available 
to  one  of  these  firms  (and  at  GSA  head- 
quarters, at  that),  the  race  to  occupy 
other  federal  sites,  nationwide,  would 
be  on.  In  the  face  of  this,  would  it 
ever  be  possible  for  state  agencies  to 
out  bid  the  fast  food  giants?  Would 
they  try  to  do  so,  or  would  they  be 
scared  away?  But  the  threat  was  not 
just  speculative.  The  GSA  solicitation 
sought  to  impose  requirements  which,  if 
allowed  to  stand,  would  completely  ob- 
literate the  blind  priority  for  cafe- 
terias. The  article,  "Pass  the  Bicar- 
bonate" (reprinted  from  the  January  16, 
19  84  edition  of  the  Federal  Employees- 
News  Digesd  describes  graphically  the 
nature  of  the  threat  to  the  blind  pri- 
ority. It  is  noteworthy  that  the  poten- 
tial competition  with  the  blind  vending 
program  is  not  even  mentioned.  It  is  as 
though  blind  vendors  do  not  even  exist 
at  federal  sites.  An  ominous  portent 
for  the  future. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES' 

NEWS  DIGEST,   INC. 

January  16,  1984 

PASS  THE  BICARBONATE 


General  Services  Administration  has 
launched  an  experimental  program  de- 
signed to  see  if  fast  food  restaurant 
operators  can  find  attractive  profits 
serving  up  meals  in  federal  buildings. 
We're  talking  about  burgers,  fries, 
fried  chicken,  and  fish  and  other  foods 
offered  by  these  fast  food  chains. 

GSA  already  has  invited  bids  to  set  up 
a  restaurant  in  its  headquarters  build- 
ing at  18th  and  E  Street  in  Northwest 
Washington,  D.C.  Officials  are  opti- 
mistic about  the  program  and  say  that  if 
it  proves  successful,  federal  workers  in 
as  many  as  ten  federal  buildings  may  be 
purchasing  Whoppers,  McNuggets,  Fish  'n 
Chips  or  other  fast  food  staples  in 
their  office  buildings  within  a  year. 

They  say  hundreds  of  federal  or  fed- 
erally-leased buildings  throughout  the 
nation  would  be  candidates  for  similar 
actions  should  the  program's  results 
prove  finger-lick'in-good. 

What  brou^t  all  this  on?  GSA  polled 
its  employees  last  summer  and  found  one 
in  three  dissatisfied  with  the  status 
quo.  Officials  also  point  out  that  fast 
food  restaurants,  on  average,  take  up 
about  half  the  floor  space  as  federal 
cafeterias. 


The  threat  to  the  blind  priority  was 
clearly  real.  We  were  facing  the  first 
major,  broad  scale  attempt  effectively 
to  eliminate  the  cafeteria  priority 
since  Congress  wrote  it  into  the  law  in 
1974.  A  specific  requirement  of  the  GSA 
solicitation  said  that  competitors  for 
the  Washington,  D.C.  space  would  have  to 
have  food  service  operations  in  at  least 
five  states.  This  requirement  alone 
would    be    an    automatic    disqualifier    for 


154 


THE    BRAILLE   MONITOR 


the  District  of  Columbia  blind  vending 
program  which,  by  legal  restriction, 
only  can  operate  within  the  borders  of 
Washington,  D.C.  But  even  worse,  the 
fast  food  contractor  who  got  the  GSA 
headquarters  site  would  then  be  offered 
ten  additional  locations  in  as  many  as 
ten  states,  nationwide,  no  competition 
permitted.  In  other  words,  the  blind 
vending  programs  in  up  to  ten  states  in 
addition  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
were  to  be  prevented  from  exercising  the 
blind  priority  for  cafeteria  sites.  A 
challenge  of  major  proportion  was  clear- 
ly before  us.  A  response  would  have  to 
be  swift  and  soon.  GSA's  solicitation 
said  that  bids  must  be  received  by  Feb- 
ruary 1,  1984,  for  a  bid  opening  in 
Washington  scheduled  for  3:00  pjn.  on 
that  day.  We  had  to  prevent  the  open- 
ing, if  possible. 

Much  to  his  credit,  Vernon  Hawkins, 
the  Director  of  the  Rehabilitation 
Services  Administration  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  asked  organizations  who 
might  have  an  interest  in  this  problem 
to  meet  with  him  in  mid-January.  But 
the  District  of  Columbia  government  had 
not  taken  any  formal  action  to  block  or 
protest  GSA's  solicitation.  For  exam- 
ple, the  D.C.  agency  could  have  charged 
GSA  with  a  violation  of  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Act  and  asked  for  federal  arbi- 
tration. This  was  not  done.  Even  so, 
the  meeting  was  held  at  Mr.  Hawkins' 
request. 

John  Halverson,  President  of  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  attended  the  meet- 
ing as  our  representative.  Also  present 
were  representatives  from  the  American 
Council  of  the  Blind,  the  D.C.  Vendors 
Association,  and  their  attorney,  Mr. 
Robert  Humphreys  (who  will  be  remembered 


as  the  former  Commissioner  of  the  fed- 
eral Rehabilitation  Services  Administra- 
tion). A  staff  member  of  the  American 
Foundation  for  the  Blind  (AFB)  also  at- 
tended. The  purpose  was  to  advise  the 
District  of  Columbia  agency  on  a  course 
of  action  and  otherwise  to  figure  out 
how  best  to  respond  to  GSA.  Mr.  Hum- 
phreys had  worked  several  years  for  Sen- 
ator Randolph  and  actually  drafted  the 
1974  amendments.  He  was,  therefore, 
looked  to  as  an  expert.  The  impression 
was  that  many  at  the  meeting  felt  that 
Mr.  Humphreys  would  be  able  single-hand- 
edly to  work  things  out.  Senator  Ran- 
dolph's assistance  would  be  enlisted  and 
a  letter  of  protest  would  be  sent  to  the 
United  States  General  Accounting  Office. 
There  was  no  plan  for  public  protest  or 
aggressive  action  to  block  the  February 
1  bid  opening.  Everything  would  be  han- 
dled quietly  in  the  bureaucratic  back 
rooms  of  Washington. 

On  January  21,  1984,  President  Jemi- 
gan  held  a  meeting  with  concerned  blind 
vendors  from  throughout  the  State  of 
Maryland.  Advance  word  was  also  circu- 
lated to  D.C.  and  Virginia  vendors.  Dr. 
Jemigan  reviewed  the  GSA  threat  and  the 
status  of  the  matter  as  it  stood  at  that 
time.  The  blind  vending  program  in 
Maryland  was  in  the  midst  of  attempting 
to  negotiate  agreements  for  cafeteria 
sites,  including  food  service  operations 
at  the  Social  Security  Administration's 
Headquarters  in  Baltimore.  It  was  spec- 
ulated that  GSA  might  have  these  and 
other  Washington  area  locations  in  mind 
as  part  of  the  ten-sites  package  to  be 
offered  to  the  successful  fast  food  bid- 
der soon  to  be  awarded  space  at  GSA's 
main  building.  The  vendors  were  not 
prepared  to  stand  by  while  bureaucrats 
negotiated     a    deal     in    the    back    room. 
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Compromise  would  be   inevitable.    We  de- 
cided to  take  to  the  streets. 

Throughout  the  week  of  January  11,  we 
mounted  a  nationwide  calling  campaign  to 
urge  all  vendors  and  other  blind  persons 
who  could  do  so  to  come  to  Washington. 
We  would  take  our  protest  to  Congress 
and  make  this  the  focus  of  the  Federa- 
tion's annual  March  on  Washington.  We 
would  also  go  to  the  press  with  the 
story  of  what  GSA  was  attempting  to  do. 
We  made  plans  to  protest  publicly  on  the 
street  outside  of  the  building  where  the 
bids  would  be  opened  on  February  1,  if 
we  could  not  succeed  in  stopping  the 
action  of  GSA  by  that  time.  We  thought 
up  slogans  for  the  signs  we  would  carry, 
and  we  ordered  them  to  be  printed  with- 
out delay. 

We  were  moving.  We  were  not  waiting 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  agency  to 
request  an  arbitration.  That  would  take 
months,  possibly  a  year  or  more.  We 
were  not  waiting  for  government  lawyers 
at  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  de- 
cide whether  GSA  could  continue  its  so- 
licitation for  bids  from  fast  food 
chains.  By  the  time  they  made  up  their 
minds,  the  matter  would  probably  be 
academic,  and  McDonald's  Golden  Arches 
would  likely  be  displayed  prominently  at 
GSA's  headquarters.  We  had  to  prevent 
this.  The  story  was  unfolding,  and  the 
press  was  interested.  Our  mounting  pro- 
test was  reported  by  The  Washington  Post 
on  January  26,  1984,  in  the  Federal  Re- 
porter column: 


GSA  Criticized  by  Blind  Federation 

The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
has  filed  a  bid  protest  with  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  charging  that  the 
General  Services  Administration  violated 
federal  law  in  seeking  contractors  to 
run  a  fast-food  restaurant  in  its  head- 
quarters building. 

Federation  director  James  Gashel  said 
the  agency  violated  the  Randolph-Shep- 
pard  Act,  a  193  0s  law  that  gives  the 
blind  first  opportunity  to  operate  busi- 
nesses on  federally  owned  or  leased  pro- 
perty. 


The  Washington   Post 

Thursday,  January  26,  1984 

The  Federal  Report 


The  Washington  Post  article  was  only 
the  beginning.  The  momentum  continued 
to  build  as  we  contacted  Congress  and 
the  media.  Meanwhile,  the  blind  from 
throughout  the  country  responded  to  the 
call  for  action  by  preparing  to  come  to 
Washington.  Those  who  could  not  made 
phone  calls,  wrote  letters,  and  chipped 
in  financially  so  others  could  represent 
them.    It  was  a  grassroots  effort. 

On  Wednesday,  January  25,  we  told  the 
press  we  would  picket  GSA,  with  hundreds 
of  blind  persons  from  all  parts  of  the 
United  States.  This  would  be  the  form 
of  our  public  protest  on  the  day  of  the 
bid  opening,  scheduled  for  Wednesday, 
February  1.  We  would  ring  the  GSA  head- 
quarters with  blind  protesters  and  take 
our  case  to  the  American  people.  All  of 
a  sudden,  GSA  wanted  to  talk  with  us. 
The  call  came  late  Wednesday  in  the  week 
just  prior  to  the  March.  We  agreed  to 
meet,  although  we  had  not  asked  to  do 
so.  We  had  only  one  thought  in  mind- 
block  the  bid  opening.  The  alternative 
would    be  massive    public    protest   by    the 
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blind    and    our    friends    in   Congress    and 
throughout  the  country. 

The   meeting    requested    by    GSA    took 
place    on   Thursday,    January    26,    at    the 
agency's   18th  and  E   Street  headquarters 
in  Washington.  The  results  of  that  meet- 
ing were   reported   by   President   Jemigan 
to  the  3  00  or  so  individuals  who  met  in 
preparation   for  our  March  on  Washington 
on   Sunday   evening,    January  29.     Presi- 
dent  Jemigan  announced   that  on  Friday, 
January    n    (late    in    the    afternoon)    he 
had    received    a    call    from   Larry   Bretta, 
Acting  Deputy  Commissioner  for  the  Pub- 
lic Buildings  Service   at  GSA.     Mr.  Bret- 
ta  told  President  Jernigan  that  he  would 
like  to  read  him  a  letter  which  the  Com- 
missioner      of       the       Public       Buildings 
Service,     L.     L.    Mitchell,     intended     to 
send.      Dr.    Jernigan    responded    that  Mr. 
Bretta  was  welcomed   to   read  whatever  he 
wanted.      But,   nothing    short   of   a    com- 
plete   reversal    by    GSA   would    stop    our 
protest.     He   said  he  was   about   to   leave 
the  office  and  would  be  speaking  to  sev- 
eral   hundred     blind    people    meeting     in 
Washington  on  Sunday  night.     Mr.  Bretta 
then   asked    if  he   could   send    the    letter 
to  Dr.  Jernigan  at  his  home   in  Baltimore 
and  said  he  would  immediately  dispatch  a 
government      courier      from     Washington. 
President     Jernigan     said     he     would     be 
willing    to    receive    the    letter   and    con- 
sider our   response  to   its  contents.     The 
letter  arrived  in  a  matter  of  hours: 


Washington,  D.C. 
January  27 ,   1984 

Dear  Mr.  Jernigan: 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  meet 
with  Mr.    James  Gashel,  Director  of  Gov- 


ernmental Affairs,  National  Federation 
of  the  Blind,  on  Thursday,  January  26. 
This  letter  is  a  result  of  a  follow  up 
to  that  meeting. 

We  understand  most  clearly  your  Feder- 
ation's position  regarding  our  bid  invi- 
tation which  was  aimed  at  attracting 
offers  from  fast  food  restaurants  to 
lease  space  here  in  our  main  buUding. 
We  also  share  your  broader  concern  that 
our  nationwide  leasing  program  must  not 
diminish  priority  for  the  blind  to  have 
vending  facilities  in  government  build- 
ings for  which  we  are  responsible. 

Accordingly,  we  have  directed  that  the 
invitation  for  bids  on  leasing  cafeteria 
space  here  at  our  headquarters  be  with- 
drawn. We  do  not  intend  to  go  forward 
with  a  contract  on  the  space  in  question 
until  we  have  coordinated  our  plans  for 
leasing  with  the  Secretary  of  Education. 
In  addition,  we  are  not  proceeding  to 
lease  other  space  nationwide  which  might 
affect  the  blind  priority  untU  the 
Secretary  has  reviewed  the  issues  raised 
relative  to  leasing  and  provided  guid- 
ance pursuant  to  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Act. 

As  we  indicated  in  our  discussion  with 
Mr.  Gashel,  we  believe  that  an  opportun- 
ity exists  for  the  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  to  help  expand  the 
number  and  type  of  businesses  which 
blind  people  operate  in  government 
buUdings.  Careful  coordination  between 
our  agency,  the  Department  of  Education, 
the  state  licensing  agencies,  and  your 
Federation  will,  I  feel,  help  to  bring 
this  about.  I  assure  you  that  GSA  is 
committed  to  this  objective. 

Sincerely, 
L.  L.  Mitchell 
Commissioner 


APRIL  1984 


157 


General   Services  Administration 


At  the  Sunday  evening  meeting,  January 
29,  Dr.  Jernigan  read  L.  L.  Mitchell's 
letter,  and  the  group  considered  how  we 
should  respond.  It  was  decided  that  the 
letter  to  President  Jernigan  met  the 
terms  laid  down  in  our  earlier  discus- 
sions with  GSA  officials.  Accordingly, 
we  would  not  protest  or  picket  at  their 
building  on  Wednesday,  February  1.  The 
bid  opening  had  been  blocked.  But  the 
issue  of  the  cafeteria  priority  for 
blind  persons  on  federal  property  was 
far  from  over.  The  source  of  the  prob- 
lem was  actually  not  GSA  at  all.  With- 
out being  permitted  to  do  so  by  regula- 
tion, GSA  could  not  have  issued  a  bid 
solicitation.  Thus,  we  would  have  to 
change  the  Randolph- Sheppard  regulations 
issued  by  the  Department  of  Education 
concerning  operation  of  cafeterias  by 
blind  vendors.  So  we  turned  our  atten- 
tion to  the  Department  of  Education. 

Our  strategy  was  quickly  modified,  but 
we  were  ready.  On  Monday,  January  3  0, 
we  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  Education 
a  formal  petition  for  rulemaking.  That 
Petition  is  reprinted  later  in  this  is- 
sue. At  the  same  time,  we  went  to  Con- 
gress to  ask  our  Senators  and  Represent- 
atives for  their  support.  In  order  to 
present  our  case,  we  circulated  a  fact 
sheet,  which  is  reprinted  later  in  this 
issue.  We  also  gave  those  who  recjuested 
it  a  copy  of  the  Petition  for  Rule- 
making. 

Early  in  the  morning  of  January  3  0, 
our  forces  began  fanning  out  throughout 
the  House  and  Senate  office  buildings. 
We  informed  our  Senators  and  Representa- 
tives   of    GSA's     recent    action    and    the 


need  for  swift  response  by  the  Secretary 
of  Education.  We  received  many  offers 
of  help.  Members  of  Congress  began  con- 
tacting the  Secretary  of  Education  and 
the  administrator  of  GSA  to  register 
their  protest  on  our  behalf.  The  let- 
ters (over  100  to  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation alone  at  this  writing)  would  be 
too  numerous  to  publish  here,  but  the 
following  is  illustrative: 


Washington,  D.C. 
February  7,  19  84 

Mr.  Gerald  Carmen 

Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

Dear  Mr.  Carmen: 

Leaders  of  the  National  Federation  of 
the  Blind  have  brought  to  my  attention 
GSA's  recent  attempt  to  disregard  the 
blind  priority  under  the  Randolph-Shep- 
pard  Act  in  favor  of  fast  food  restaur- 
ant chains.  While  I  commend  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Public  Buildings  Service, 
Mr.  L.  L.  Mitchell,  for  his  temporary 
withdrawal  of  a  solicitation  for  bids  to 
lease  space  to  a  commercial  fast  food 
enterprise,  I  was  shocked  by  GSA's  con- 
duct which  led  to  this  regrettable  epi- 
sode. 

The  specifications  of  the  "Invitation 
for  Bid,"  dated  December  28,  1983, 
clearly  violated  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Act's  priority  for  blind  persons  to 
operate  vending  facilities  on  all  fed- 
eral property.  There  would  be  no  cir- 
cumstances under  the  terms  of  that  soli- 
citation by  which  priority  could  have 
been  awarded  on  behalf  of  blind  vendors. 
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It  is  clear  that  GSA  did  not  expect  nor 
want  a  response  by  the  District  of 
Columbia  blind  vending  program.  I  can- 
not imagine  that  this  was  merely  a  bu- 
reaucratic debacle. 

I  believe  that  the  specific  solicita- 
tion in  question  was  not  only  Ulegal, 
but  also  misguided  and  insensitive. 
Congress  enacted  and  amended  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard  Act  to  provide  jobs  for  a 
group  of  citizens  (the  blind)  whose 
unemployment  rate  approximates  70%. 
Many,  if  not  most,  of  the  nearly  4,000 
blind  vendors  in  our  country  would  be 
financially  dependent  upon  the  govern- 
ment if  we  did  not  make  available  to 
them  the  opportunity  to  be  vendors  in 
public  buildings.  Any  cost  borne  by  the 
government  for  providing  space  and  util- 
ities is  merely  an  investment  we  have 
consciously  chosen  to  make  on  behalf  of 
these  citizens.  And  through  their  taxes 
and  the  revenues  they  generate,  the 
blind  vendors  pay  their  own  way  several 
times  over. 

In  light  of  this,  GSA's  apparent  de- 
sire to  favor  the  multibillion  dollar 
interstate  fast  food  service  conglom- 
erates, to  the  detriment  of  the  blind 
vendors  and  their  independently  operated 
small  businesses,  is  incomprehensible. 
Congress  has  neither  repealed  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard  Act  nor  expressed  a  de- 
sire to  decrease  the  effect  of  the  blind 
priority.  In  fact,  the  19  74  amendments 
sought  substantial  expansion  of  the 
program.  We  expect  this  mandate  to  be 
followed  both  in  its  letter  and  its 
spirit. 

I  appreciate  Mr.  Mitchell's  expressed 
intent  to  review  GSA's  space  leasing 
program  with  the  Secretary  of  Education 
in  order  to  comply  with  the  legal  admin- 
istrative   requirements   of    the   Randolph- 


Sheppard  Act.  In  order  to  facilitate, 
and  hopefully  to  expedite,  the  coordina- 
tion between  your  two  departments  (the 
Department  of  Education  and  GSA),  it  is 
my  firm  intention  to  convene  a  staff- 
level  meeting  with  GSA  representatives, 
responsible  officials  of  the  Department 
of  Education,  and  Congressional  staff 
(including  staff  of  our  Subcommittee 
having  jurisdiction  in  this  area).  Fol- 
lowing this,  it  is  my  intent,  if  such 
becomes  necessary,  to  hold  public  hear- 
ings. I  trust  we  will  have  GSA's  ful- 
lest cooperation  as  we  attempt  to  insure 
that  space  for  blind  vending  on  federal 
property  will  be  observed  by  all  con- 
cerned. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  A.  Young 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Public 

Buildings  and  Grounds 


Throughout  Monday  and  Tuesday  (January 
3  0  and  January  31),  we  continued  making 
contacts  with  every  member  of  Congress 
we  could  possibly  visit.  Then,  on  Wed- 
nesday, February  1,  the  protest  shifted 
to  what  might  be  termed  "an  informa- 
tional picketing"  outside  the  headquar- 
ters building  of  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation. The  signs  we  carried  were  up  to 
our  usual  standard.  Some  had  pictures 
of  big  burgers,  the  fast  food  variety. 
Others  carried  slogans:  "Fast  food  for 
federal  employees  means  no  food  for  the 
blind."  "We  deserve  a  break  today."  We 
marched  to  slogans  and  chants:  "Hold 
the  burgers,  hold  the  fries;  we  want 
jobs  for  blind  guys!"  "Hold  the  bacon, 
hold     the     lettuce;     violations    do    upset 
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us!"  The  protest  gave  the  news  media  an 
opportunity  to  meet  directly  with  blind 
persons  affected  by  the  recent  events 
and  pending  action  by  the  Secretary  of 
Education.  Accounts  were  carried  na- 
tionwide. The  following  article  from 
the  February  2,  19  84,  Arkansas  Gazette 
typifies  the  coverage: 


BLIND  PICKET, 
FEAR  VENDORS  IMPERILED 

Washington  (UP!)  -  About  400  blind 
persons  picketed  in  subfreezing  tempera- 
tures for  four  hours  Wednesday  to  ex- 
press their  fear  that  blind  vendors  will 
be  replaced  by  fast  food  chains  in  fed- 
eral buildings. 

"Blind  Vendors  Yes,  Fast  Food  No," 
read  the  signs  worn  around  the  necks  of 
the  demonstrators  outside  the  Education 
Department  building.  Nearly  all  held 
white  canes  and  a  few  were  accompanied 
by  guide  dogs. 

An  official  of  the  General  Services 
Administration  said  the  protesters'  con- 
cern was  the  result  of  an  oversight  by 
the  agency  in  writing  a  recent  bid.  He 
said  GSA  wants  to  keep  the  blind  as  an 
"important  part  of  our  food  services." 

James  Gashel  of  the  National  Federa- 
tion of  the  Blind  said  he  was  encouraged 
by  what  he  heard,  but  was  anxiously 
awaiting  a  government  review  of  federal 
leasing  regulations. 

There  are  now  1,0  00  blind  vendors  in 
federal  buildings  nationwide.  Another 
3,0  00  blind  vendors  work  in  state  and 
city  buUdings.  The  controversy  arose 
last  month  when  the  GSA  sought  bids  from 
fast  food  chains  to  operate  a  cafeteria 
at    its  headquarters   in  Washington.     One 


of  the  terms  of  bidding  was  that  an 
applicant  must  operate  restaurants  in  at 
least  five  states. 

GSA  withdrew  the  bids  last  week  after 
the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
complained  that  the  invitation  violated 
the  spirit  of  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act 
of  193  6,  which  requites  that  the  blind 
be  given  priority  in  operating  conces- 
sions in  federal  buildings. 

In  a  letter  to  the  Federation,  L.  L. 
Mitchell,  the  GSA's  Commissioner  of 
Public  Buildings,  said  the  matter  would 
be  put  on  hold  pending  a  review  of  the 
act  by  the  Education  Department,  which 
administers  the  measure. 


By  Wednesday,  February  1,  the  momentum 
was  clearly  in  the  tight  direction.  The 
bid  opening  previously  announced  for 
3:00  pjn.  on  that  day  was  blocked.  GSA 
was  claiming  that  the  entire  matter  was 
merely  an  "administrative  snafu."  The 
focus  of  attention  was  now  on  the  De- 
partment of  Education  and  how  the  Secre- 
tary would  respond  to  our  request  to 
change  his  Department's  rule  on  cafeter- 
ias. Members  of  Congress  were  strongly 
behind  these  efforts.  Our  strategy  was 
working.  We  would  not  be  the  victims  of 
back  room  dealing  or  bureaucratic  delay. 
We  had  prevented  a  major  catastrophe. 
It  was  the  blind,  through  our  own  organ- 
ization—the National  Federation  of  the 
Blind— that  made  it  happen. 

And  what  of  the  American  Council  of 
the  Blind— that  organization  which 
boasts  of  being  a  constructive  force  on 
behalf  of  vendors?  And  what  of  its  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard Vendors  of  America?  What 
were  these  organizations  doing  to  help 
the  blind?     Callers   to    the  ACB   national 
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office  in  Washington  during  the  week  of 
Monday,  January  2  3,  reported  that  the 
American  Council  staff  member  who  an- 
swered their  queries  expressed  grave 
concern  over  the  terrible  fate  which 
might  befall  blind  vendors  at  the  hands 
of  the  fast  food  giants.  When  asked 
what  the  ACB  was  doing  to  avert  this 
tragedy,  callers  were  advised  that  the 
matter  had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of 
Barbara  Nelson,  an  ACB  staff  attorney. 
But  Ms.  Nelson  just  happened  to  be  on 
vacation  in  Martinique  during  the  week 
of  Monday,  January  23.  That  is  a  curi- 
osity in  itself,  since  her  mid-winter 
post-holiday  vacation  came  at  the  very 
time  that  the  U.S.  Congress  was  getting 
back  in  harness  after  its  longest  recess 
in  almost  twenty  years.  But  perhaps  she 
is  not  involved  with  the  Congress,  so 
her  absence  wouldn't  matter.  Anyway, 
callers  were  assured  that  Ms.  Nelson 
would  look  into  the  vendor  problem  upon 
her  return  to  work.  Here  is  a  transcript 
of  the  advice  which  ACB  was  giving  on 
its  "Washington  Connection"  during  the 
week  of  January  2  3,  at  the  very  time  we 
were  mobilizing  our  efforts  and  rallying 
to  meet  the  challenge.  In  fact,  anyone 
calling  the  "Washington  Connection"  Sun- 
day evening,  January  29,  (at  the  exact 
moment  President  Jernigan  was  giving  us 
the  details  of  GSA's  capitulation)  would 
have  heard: 


American  Council  of  the  Blind 

"Washington  Connection" 

January  23,  1984 

Thank  you  for  calling  the  Washington 
Connection,  a  public  service  of  the 
American    Council    of    the    Blind.       The 


release  date  of  this  message  is  January 
2  3rd,  and  our  next  regularly  scheduled 
message  wUl  be  heard  on  January  3 1st. 
Bulletins  may  occur  at  any  time. 

We  have  received  numerous  inquiries 
from  concerned  vendors  and  others  re- 
garding the  intention  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  to  accept  bids 
from  private  enterprise  to  operate  GSA's 
cafeteria  location  in  Washington,  D.C. 
Since  the  GSA  bid  request  requires  bid- 
ders to  have  the  capacity  to  operate 
cafeterias  on  a  multi-state  basis,  it  is 
likely  that  GSA  plans  to  expand  its 
attempt  to  exempt  other  cafeteria  loca- 
tions from  coverage  under  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Act.  Obviously,  GSA's  conduct 
represents  a  very  serious  encroachment 
upon  coverage  of  cafeterias  under  the 
Randolph-Sheppard  Act.  And,  if  GSA  is 
successful,  a  dangerous  precedent  would 
result.  ACB  has  joined  with  the  D.C. 
Association  of  Blind  Vendors  and  the 
Randolph-Sheppard  Vendors  of  America  to 
prevent  GSA  from  violating  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Act  by  soliciting  bids  for 
cafeteria  space  from  commercial  restau- 
ranteurs.  Senator  Randolph  is  closely 
involved  in  this  matter,  and  a  meeting 
with  GSA  officials  has  been  requested  by 
his  office.  Other  legal  avenues  have 
and  will  continue  to  be  explored.  We 
will  keep  you  advised  as  developments 
warrant.  As  soon  as  our  strategy  has 
been  finalized  we  will  let  you  know  how 
you  can  help  in  this  very  important  mat- 
ter. Thanks  for  calling  the  Washington 
Connection.  If  you  desire  further  in- 
formation about  other  ACB  activities  or 
services,  please  call  back  at  this  num- 
ber during  regular  working  hours. 
Thanks  for  calling.    Have  a  good  day. 
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The  "Washington  Connection"  left  no 
doubt  that  the  American  Council  of  the 
Blind  was  sitting  on  the  sidelines 
throughout  the  week  of  fast-paced  moving 
events  leading  up  to  our  March  on  Wash- 
ington. There  was  no  hurry,  no  urgency. 
No  national  call  for  grassroots  action. 
ACB  had  met  with  other  groups,  and  they 
were  thinking  about  a  strategy.  They 
would  monitor  the  situation.  No  worry. 
"Thanks  for  calling.  Have  a  good  day." 
Absolutely  incredible!  Parenthetically, 
it  seems  that  the  only  one  "having  a 
good  day"  was  ACB  attorney,  Barbara  Nel- 
son, who  was  presumably  sunning  herself 
on  the  beach  in  Martinique,  whUe  blind 
vendors  were  shivering  in  the  cold  and 
wondering  about  their  futures.  It  was 
not  a  time  to  party  or  picnic.  But, 
never  mind  that.  "Thanks  for  calling. 
Have  a  good  day." 

On  Monday,  January  3  0,  ACB  changed  its 
"Washington  Connection"  message,  one  day 
earlier  than  previously  armounced.  This 
was  the  day  following  President  Jerni- 
gan's  public  reading  of  GSA's  letter  of 
capitulation  which  he  had  received  by 
courier  on  Friday  evening,  January  17. 
The  new  "Washington  Connection"  (heard 
only  on  the  evening  of  January  3  0,  19  84) 
explained  that  callers  could  get  an  up- 
date on  the  "Randolph-Sheppard  General 
Services  Administration  matter"  by  cal- 
ling back  in  the  evening  of  Tuesday, 
January  3 1.  Then,  the  message  went  on 
to  discuss  legislation  underway  to  ex- 
tend the  Library  Services  and  Construc- 
tion Act.  How  interesting,  in  view  of 
GSA's  announced  capitulation.  If  ACB 
had  had  anything  to  do  with  the  victory, 
why  would  its  Washington  representatives 
sit  on  the  story  for  another  day?  They 
would  be  champing  at  the  bit  to  tell  the 
vendors  the  good  news. 


True  to  form,  ACB  implied  on  January 
3 1  that  they  had  been  in  the  middle  of 
engineering  the  whole  success.  Here  is 
the  "Washington  Connection"  message 
which  began  playing  over  the  telephone 
that  evening: 


American  Council  of  the  Blind 

"Washington  Connection" 

January  31,  1984 

Thank  you  for  calling  the  Washington 
Connection,  a  public  service  of  the 
American  Council  of  the  Blind.  The 
release  date  of  this  message  is  January 
3 1st,  and  our  next  regularly  scheduled 
message  will  be  heard  on  February  7th. 
Bulletins  may  occur  at  any  time. 

This  is  an  update  on  the  General  Serv- 
ices Administration  Randolph-Sheppard 
matter.  GSA  has  withdrawn  (at  least 
temporarily)  its  request  for  bid  on 
cafeteria  space  located  in  Washington, 
D.C.  GSA  does,  however,  plan  to  meet 
with  the  Department  of  Education  to 
discuss  how  it  can  open  GSA  cafeterias 
to  fast  food  enterprises  supposedly 
without  violating  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Act.  Because  this  issue  has  not  yet 
been  finally  resolved  and  because  any 
new  GSA  proposal  may  still  violate  the 
Randolph-Sheppard  Act,  we  have  requested 
a  meeting  with  Secretary  Terrel  Bell  and 
other  Department  of  Education  officials 
to  discuss  the  interests  of  blind  and 
visually  impaired  vendors  in  this  im- 
portant matter.  We  have  been  in  close 
contact  with  the  President  of  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard Vendors  of  America,  and 
we  feel  that  thus  far  GSA  has  responded 
to  our  efforts  and  that  the  Department 
of  Education    is    likely    to  do   the   same. 
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Hov;ever,  if  the  response  to  our  meeting 
with  the  Department  of  Education  is  not 
satisfactory,  we  will  continue  to  pursue 
other  approaches  including  possible  lit- 
igation. We  do  not  feel  that  a  letter- 
writing  campaign  or  other  grass  roots 
efforts  are  necessary  or  most  effective 
at  this  time.  Please  stay  in  touch  with 
the  Washington  Connection  for  the  break- 
ing developments  on  this  important  is- 
sue. Thanks  for  calling  the  Washington 
Connection.  If  you  desire  further  in- 
formation about  other  ACB  activities  or 
services,  please  call  back  at  this  num- 
ber during  regular  working  hours. 
Thanks  for  calling.    Have  a  good  day. 


In  many  ways  this  January  3  1  message 
is  more  incredible  than  the  one  which 
played  during  the  week  of  January  2  3. 
We  have  reported  before  ACB's  propensity 
for  claiming  victories  in  battles  it  has 
not  even  fought.  This  is  the  most  re- 
grettable form  of  organizational  dis- 
honesty. It  is  a  tactic  well  known  to 
the  ACB.  Nothing  short  of  astonishing 
is  the  statement:  "GSA  is  responding  to 
our  efforts."  What  efforts?  There  is 
an  obvious  attempt  to  convey  the  impres- 
sion that  the  joint  work  of  ACB  and  the 
president  of  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Vendors  of  America  have  caused  GSA  to 
respond.  Placed  in  the  context  of 
events  which  occurred  during  the  week  of 
January  2  3,  culminating  in  GSA's  letter 
to  President  Jernigan,  this  message  mis- 
represents the  facts  materially.  The 
documents  speak  for  themselves. 

More  to  the  point,  representatives  of 
the  American  Council  of  the  Blind  were 
not  even  certain  of  GSA's  capitulation 
until  we    told    them   about    it.      That  oc- 


curred at  a  meeting  of  several  groups 
late  in  the  afternoon  of  Monday,  January 
3  0.  Incidentally,  it  was  also  Barbara 
Nelson's  first  day  back  from  her  vaca- 
tion on  Martinique.  At  the  meeting, 
John  Halverson  (President  of  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind  of  the 
District  of  Columbia)  presented  ACB  and 
the  other  groups  with  a  copy  of  the  let- 
ter President  Jernigan  received  on  Fri- 
day evening,  January  ll .  Their  response 
was  about  what  you  might  expect.  The 
District  of  Columbia  agency  seemed 
pleased  that  someone  had  acted  and  ap- 
peared genuinely  relieved.  But,  repre- 
sentatives from  ACB  complained  that  we 
had  acted  without  them.  A  QSk  official 
later  told  President  Jernigan  that  At- 
torney Bob  Humphreys  had  also  made  the 
same  complaint  to  their  agency,  saying 
that  the  Federation  was  only  one  of  sev- 
eral groups  and  demanding  to  know  why 
GSA  had  written  a  letter  to  the  Federa- 
tion and  not  waited  to  consult  with 
other  groups.  In  other  words  private 
citizen  attorney  Robert  Humphreys  was 
apparently  more  concerned  with  appear- 
ance than  substance,  more  bothered  about 
who  got  the  credit  than  whether  the 
vendors  kept  their  jobs. 

Vendors  should  especially  reflect  on 
these  recent  events  at  the  federal  level 
and  study  ACB's  conduct  in  this  entire 
affair.  This  is  not  an  isolated  in- 
stance. Putting  politics  aside,  if  the 
American  Council  of  the  Blind  is  truly 
interested  in  serving  as  an  advocate  for 
blind  vendors,  it  should  vigorously  en- 
dorse the  changes  proposed  for  the  cafe- 
teria regulations.  Why  would  any  advo- 
cate for  blind  vendors  want  to  permit 
competitive  bidding  for  cafeterias?  To 
allow  bidding,  as  the  regulations  now 
do,     is    a    direct    invasion    of    the    blind 
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priority.    So  the  ACB  should  join  up  and 
try  to  outlaw  the  bidding. 

But,  on  February  7,  1984,  ACB  an- 
nounced that  it  would  oppose  changing 
the  cafeteria  rules  for  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Program.  The  official  state- 
ment was  made  on  the  "Washington  Connec- 
tion" as  follows: 


American  Council  of  the  Blind 

"Washington  Connection" 

February  7,  1984 

Thank  you  for  calling  the  Washington 
Connection,  a  public  service  of  the 
American  Council  of  the  Blind.  The 
release  date  of  this  message  is  February 
7th,  and  our  next  regularly  scheduled 
message  will  be  heard  on  February  14th. 
Bulletins  may  occur  at  any  time. 

Our  first  item  this  week  is  an  update 
on  the  GSA-Randolph-Sheppard  matter. 
Although  GSA  has  withdrawn  its  request 
for  bid  on  cafeteria  space  located  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  GSA  plans  to  continue 
to  make  its  cafeterias  available  to 
commercial  enterprise  which  may  violate 
the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  and  regula- 
tions. We  have  been  in  contact  with 
Mrs.  Madeleine  Will's  office— she  is  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Special  Educa- 
tion and  Rehabilitative  Services— during 
the  past  week  to  urge  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Education  issue  a  policy  direc- 
tive to  federal  property  managers  which 
will  outline  the  appropriate  parameters 
for  bidding  which  will  not  preclude 
bidding  by  Randolph-Sheppard  licensing 
agencies.  We  believe  that  this  approach 
to  resolving  the  GSA  problem  is  more 
advantageous  and  expedient  than  any 
attempt  to  change  the  Randolph-Sheppard 


regulations  at  this  time. 

Our  second  message  is  on  the  FY  1985 
budget...  Thank  you  for  calling  the 
Washington  Connection.  If  you  desire 
further  information  about  other  ACB 
activities  or  services,  please  feel  free 
to  call  back  at  this  number  during  regu- 
lar working  hours.  Thanks  for  calling. 
Have  a  good  day. 


It  will  be  observed  that  the  announce- 
ment mentions  that  ACB  had  contacted  the 
office  of  Madeleine  WUl,  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Special  Education  and  Rehabi- 
litative Services,  reportedly  to  explain 
ACB's  opposition  to  our  request.  But, 
representatives  of  NFB  were  also  in 
touch  with  Madeleine  Will  (not  just  her 
office)  in  a  face  to  face  meeting  held 
during  the  morning  of  Wednesday,  Febru- 
ary 1.  So,  again,  ACB  was  on  the  side- 
lines—talking with  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary's office,  whUe  the  blind  met  with 
the  Assistant  Secretary,  herself. 

It  is  too  early  yet  to  know  whether 
ACB's  opposition  to  the  rule  change  will 
be  a  factor  or  how  much  weight  it  will 
have  in  the  final  decision,  but  the  ef- 
forts of  company  unions  are  never  help- 
ful. It  is  clear  to  anyone  that  GSA 
does  not  want  the  rule  change.  On  this 
point,  ACB  and  GSA  agree— don't  change 
the  rules.  In  this  they  are  united 
against  the  blind.  No  one  knows  what 
the  Department  of  Education  thinks  yet, 
not  even  the  Department  of  Education. 
However,  an  arbitrary  ruling  against  us 
and  in  favor  of  the  ACB/GSA  opposition 
would  likely  be  subject  to  a  court  chal- 
lenge. Whether  ACB  would  then  have  the 
nerve  to  enter  the  case  against  the 
blind  and  on  the  side  of  the  government. 
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we  can  only   learn   if   the  need   arises   to 
put  it  to  the  test. 

Without  directly  negotiated  agreements 
between  state  agencies  and  GSA,  it  is  a 
safe  bet  that  no  state  agency  will  ever 
win  competition  for  cafeterias.  If  GSA 
wants  to  have  fast  food  service  provided 
by  one  of  the  multi- state  conglomerates, 
just  let  everyone  bid,  and  the  result  is 
not  hard  to  predict. 

These  are  the  facts  surrounding  the 
capitulation  of  GSA  in  the  matter  of  the 
"fast  food"  maneuver.  Of  course,  GSA 
may  try  again  unless  we  can  get  the  reg- 
ulations changed,  but  if  they  do,  we 
will  be  ready— and  we  can  only  hope  that 
the  vendors  of  the  nation  will  under- 
stand where  their  true  interest  lies  and 
will  join  with  us.  This  was  a  time  when 
the  organized  blind  showed  the  capacity 
to  rally  to  our  common  defense  and  pre- 
vent what  could  have  become  a  major, 
possibly  destructive,  blow  to  the  future 
of  the  blind  vending  program.  Certainly 
a  failure  to  act  and  to  act  aggressively 
would  have  meant  a  failure  to  preserve 
the  opportunity  for  program  growth.  It 
is  precisely  events  such  as  GSA's  attack 
upon  the  cafeteria  priority  which  led  to 
the  need  for  amendments  to  the  law  in 
1974.  These  events  came  one  at  a  time, 
and    spanned    a   period    of   nearly    twenty 


years.  But  gradually  they  eroded  the 
effectiveness  of  the  blind  vending  pro- 
gram and  caused  its  growth  to  stagnate. 
But  the  19  74  amendments  armed  us  with 
new  weapons  to  use  in  defense  of  the 
blind  priority.  Whether  we  preserve  the 
priority  or  let  it  be  eroded  again  is  a 
matter  of  our  own  decision.  No  one  will 
hold  us  by  the  hand  or  do  it  for  us. 
We,  the  blind,  must  protect  what  the  law 
has  given  us  and  insure  that  others  obey 
it. 

The  need  for  the  National  Federation 
of  the  Blind  and  the  reason  why  every 
thinking,  self-respecting  blind  person 
should  join  it  are  as  compelling  today 
as  they  were  in  1940  when  the  movement 
came  into  being.  We  have  the  knowledge, 
the  organizational  structure,  and  the 
know-how  to  do  for  ourselves  and  go  the 
rest  of  the  way  to  first-class  status  in 
society.  We  cannot  ask  for  more.  If  we 
do  not  profit  from  the  lessons  of 
history— from  the  knowledge  which  can  be 
derived  from  the  events  we  have  just 
experienced— we  deserve  the  failure 
which  we  will  surely  get.  But,  of 
course,  we  will  not  fail.  The  stakes 
are  too  high,  and  the  outcome  too  im- 
portant to  permit  it.  We  shall  go  the 
whole  way  to  equality,  and  no  force  on 
earth  can  prevent  it. 


PETITION  FOR  RULEMAKING 
JANUARY  30,  1984 


Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

This  petition  for  rule  making  is  sub- 
mitted pursuant  to  5  U.S.C.  Section  5  5  3. 
By    this    petition   we    are    requesting    re- 


vision of  the  Department  of  Education 
rules  implementing  the  Randolph- Sheppard 
Act,  20  U.S.C.  Section  10  7  et.  seq.  and 
34  CFR  Part  395. 
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Specifically,  this  petition  requests 
revision  of  those  portions  of  Title  3  4 
Part  395  which  relate  to  the  awarding  of 
a  priority  for  blind  persons  to  operate 
cafeterias  located  on  federal  property. 
The  relevant  section  of  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  regulations  which  this  petition 
especially  calls  upon  the  Secretary  to 
revise  is  found  in  Subpart  C  -  Federal 
Property  Management,  Section  39  5.33, 
Operation  of  Cafeterias  by  Blind  Vend- 
ors. This  section  sets  forth  the  De- 
partment's rules  for  implementing  Sec- 
tion 7(e)  of  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act, 
20  U.S.C.  107d-3(e). 

BACKGROUND: 

20  U.S.C.  107(b)  requires  the  Secre- 
tary to  prescribe  regulations  designed 
to  assure  that  priority  is  given  to 
blind  persons  in  the  operation  of  vend- 
ing facilities  on  federal  property.  In 
addition,  20  U.S.C.  10 7d- 3(e)  amplifies 
the  Secretary's  responsibility  to  insure 
by  regulations  a  specific  priority  for 
blind  persons  to  operate  cafeterias  on 
federal  property.  Cafeterias  are  in- 
cluded as  "vending  facilities"  under  the 
statutory  definition  of  that  term.  (See 
20  U.S.C.  107e-(7).) 

The  Department's  regulations  published 
at  3  4  CFR  Part  39  5  address  both  the 
general  priority  for  vending  facilities 
to  be  operated  by  blind  persons  and  the 
specific  cafeteria  priority.  However, 
it  is  the  position  of  this  petition  that 
the  regulations  fail  to  fulfill  the 
Secretary's  statutory  obligation  to  as- 
sure a  priority  for  blind  persons  to 
operate  federally  located  cafeterias. 
Revised  regulations  are  needed  for  the 
Secretary  to  assure  full  compliance  with 
the    statutory    priority    for    blind    persons 


to  operate  cafeterias  on  federal  proper- 
ty as  clearly  intended  by  Congress. 
Assuring  such  compliance  with  the  statu- 
tory priority  is  clearly  the  Secretary's 
responsibility  under  the  Act.  Moreover, 
regulations  should,  insofar  as  possible, 
require  federal  property  managers  to 
observe  strictly  the  blind  priority  in  a 
manner  which  expands  the  number  and  type 
of  vending  facilities,  including  cafe- 
terias, which  are  operated  by  blind 
persons. 

REGULATORY  ISSUES: 

Several  regulatory  issues  have  emerged 
since  the  promulgation  of  the  current 
Randolph-Sheppard  regulations  which  now 
give  rise  to  this  petition.  These  is- 
sues, described  in  detail  below,  require 
immediate  attention  and  careful  analysis 
in  order  for  the  regulations  to  keep 
abreast  of  emerging  trends  in  federal 
property  management  which  have  a  poten- 
tial or  actual  effect  upon  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Program.  It  is  particularly 
essential  that  the  Secretary  insure  the 
continued  viability  of  the  blind  prior- 
ity for  vending  facility  space  on  fed- 
eral property  and  not  permit  conditions 
or  policies  to  arise  which  may  actually 
or  potentially  erode  that  priority.  To 
ignore  such  conditions  by  failing  to 
address  them  through  appropriate  revi- 
sions in  the  regulations  would  consti- 
tute lax  administration  and  a  failure  by 
the  Department  to  fulfill  its  lead- 
agency  responsiblities  established  in 
Section  2(a)  of  the  Act.  In  reaching  a 
determination  on  the  granting  of  this 
petition  for  rule  making,  we  urge  the 
Secretary  to  consider  the  following: 

( 1 )    Implementing   regulations  must  be 
designed   to  accomplish  the  objectives  of 
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the  Act  to  expand  opportunities  for 
blind  people  to  have  vending  facilities 
(including  cafeterias)  on  federal  pro- 
perty. In  enacting  the  Randolph-Shep- 
pard  Act  amendments  of  1974,  Congress 
considered  the  status  of  the  blind  vend- 
ing program  and  carefully  charted  a 
course  of  action  designed  to  reverse 
stagnation  of  the  program  which  was 
found  to  exist  at  that  time.  Section 
201  of  Pub.  L.  93-516  contains  the  ex- 
plicit finding  of  Congress  that  "the 
potential  exists  for  doubling  the  number 
of  blind  operators  on  federal  and  other 
property,  under  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Program  within  the  next  five  years, 
provided  that  obstacles  to  growth  are 
removed  ..."  It  was  this  principal 
objective  that  guided  the  specific  Con- 
gressional actions  taken  in  19  74. 

Among  the  actions  which  Congress  took 
to  expand  the  number  of  business  oppor- 
tunities for  blind  vendors  was  the 
establishment  of  a  "priority"  for  blind 
persons  to  operate  vending  facilities  on 
all  federal  property.  This  contrasts 
with  prior  law  which  gave  a  "preference" 
to  blind  persons  for  "vending  stands"  on 
federal  property.  The  significance  of 
tlie  term  "priority"  was  explained  in  the 
substantive  Committee  report  accompany- 
ing S.  25  81,  the  Senate  amendments  which 
later  became  law  as  Title  II  of  Pub.  L. 
93-516.  (See  S.  Rept.  93-937,  93rd 
Congress,  2nd  Session,  June  17,  1974.) 
The  Senate  report  explains  the  intent 
that  the  "priority"  is  to  be  considered 
a  "prior  right"  for  blind  persons  to 
obtain  business  opportunities  over  all 
other  potential  competitors,  such  as 
"minority  business  enterprises"  and 
"nonblind  vending  machine  operators." 
The  report  on  page  15  expressed  specific 
displeasure   over    the    expansion   of  busi- 


ness enterprises  and  vending  machines  on 
federal  property  "to  the  detriment"  of 
the  blind  vending  program.  The  Senate 
Committee  regarded  this  competition  from 
nonblind  businesses  as  a  "violation  of 
the  spirit  of  the  law,  if  not  its  let- 
ter." Thus,  the  term  "priority"  was 
chosen  to  reverse  a  detrimental  trend 
and  expand  the  blind  vending  program. 

SimUatly,  the  term  "vending  facility" 
was  also  adopted  by  Congress  to  insure  a 
wider  array  of  business  opportunities 
for  blind  persons  than  were  formerly 
made  available  through  "vending  stands" 
authorized  by  the  pre- 1974  statute. 
Page  25  of  the  Senate  report  notes  that 
the  term  "vending  facility"  was  also 
adopted  by  Congress  to  insure  a  wider 
array  of  business  opportunities  for  the 
blind  beyond  the  "stereotypical  kiosk- 
type  stand"  considered  in  many  quarters 
to  be  the  hallmark  of  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  program.  That  Congress  intend- 
ed more  for  the  blind  than  vending 
stands  is  underscored  by  the  following 
statement  of  the  Senate  committee: 
"There  is  no  reason,  physical  or  other- 
wise, to  limit  the  kinds  of  articles  a 
blind  vendor  may  sell." 

It  is,  then,  significant  for  purposes 
of  this  petition  that  Congress  included 
as  part  of  the  statutory  expansion, 
"cafeterias"  among  the  types  of  busi- 
nesses considered  "vending  facilities." 
In  keeping  with  this  emphasis  to  expand 
the  program  in  new  directions,  the  1974 
amendments  emphasize  training  of  blind 
vendors  to  advance  from  vending  stands 
into  more  complex  business  enterprises. 
Thus  we  note  on  page  2  5  of  the  Senate 
report  the  expressed  intent  that  blind 
persons  be  trained  to  operate  more  so- 
phisticated business  enterprises  than 
the    traditional    vending    stand.      Clearly 
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it  was,  then,  the  expectation  of  Con- 
gress that  blind  people  would  be  pre- 
pared to  manage  their  new  responsibili- 
ties in  all  of  the  types  of  businesses 
to  be  authorized  under  the  new  defini- 
tion of  vending  facility,  which,  as 
noted,  includes  cafeterias. 

This  analysis  of  the  statutory  expan- 
sion and  expressed  Congressional  intent 
for  program  growth  clearly  instructs  the 
Secretary  to  promulgate  regulations 
which  achieve  the  goals  Congress  estab- 
lished. Moreover,  the  Secretary  should 
be  guided  by  the  expressed  Congressional 
concern  over  complaints  that  agencies, 
such  as  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion (GSA)  were  not  cooperating  in 
assigning  cafeteria  operations  to  blind 
vendors.  (See  page  17  of  the  previously 
referred  to  Senate  Report  93-93  7). 
Under  the  circumstances,  the  Secretary 
is  clearly  obligated  to  monitor  the 
effect  of  existing  regulations  relating 
to  cafeteria  priority  and  to  strengthen 
those  regulations  when  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  expressed  wUl  of  Con- 
gress. 

(2)  The  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  to  assure  a  priority  for  blind 
persons  in  federally  located  cafeterias 
disregard  the  Secretary's  statutory  re- 
sponsibility under  20  U.S.C.  107d-3(e). 
20  U.S.C.  107d-3(e)  requires  Secretarial 
involvement  in  determining  on  an  indi- 
vidual basis  the  application  of  the 
blind  priority  for  cafeterias,  but  the 
implementing  regulations  (Section 

395.33)  contain  scant  Secretarial  in- 
volvement. In  place  of  required  Secre- 
tarial involvement,  the  regulation  re- 
lies primarily  upon  a  competitive  bid- 
ding procedure  whereby  the  State  licens- 
ing agencies  are  to  be  invited  to  submit 
proposals     in     accordance    with     criteria 


announced  in  open  solicitations.  Then 
all  proposals,  including  any  submitted 
on  behalf  of  blind  vendors,  are  evalu- 
ated and  compared,  thus  putting  the 
blind  vending  program  against  commercial 
firms. 

While  this  procedure  might  provide  the 
soliciting  property  managing  agencies  a 
frame  of  reference  for  evaluating  state 
agency  proposals  submitted  on  behalf  of 
blind  vendors,  there  is  no  Secretarial 
involvement  in  the  evaluation  or  ranking 
of  the  bids.  The  1974  amendments  to  the 
Act  deliberately  vested  the  Secretary 
with  more  responsibility  to  coordinate 
and  oversee  the  entire  federal  program, 
rather  than  giving  each  property  manag- 
ing agency  a  free  rein  on  conducting  the 
program  in  buildings  under  its  control. 
But  instead  of  fulfilling  this  obliga- 
tion for  the  Secretary  to  oversee  the 
awarding  of  cafeteria  contracts  govern- 
ment-wide (as  required  "on  an  individual 
basis"  under  Section  107d-3(e)  of  the 
Act)  the  current  regulations  delegate  to 
the  property  managing  agencies  the  sole 
authority  to  decide  when  the  blind  pri- 
ority for  cafeterias  shall  be  asserted. 
The  only  Secretarial  involvement  re- 
quired to  occur  under  subsection  (b)  of 
the  regulation  is  an  "after  the  fact" 
consultation  with  the  property  managing 
agency  which  has  solicited  cafeteria 
bids.  But  this  consultation  is  rendered 
meaningless  by  permitting  the  property 
managing  agency  to  make  the  determina- 
tion as  to  whether  a  state  licensing 
agency's  bid  is  "responsive"  or  "within 
a  competitive  range." 

The  key  determinations  are  not  made  by 
the  Secretary.  They  are  made  by  the 
soliciting  property  managing  agency 
alone.  Nothing  in  the  Act  or  in  the 
Congressional      intent      surrounding      the 
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19  74  amendments  authorizes  this  delega- 
tion of  the  Secretary's  authority.  In 
fact,  delegation  in  the  specific  tn- 
staiKe  of  the  cafeteria  priority  is  in 
conflict  with  the  precise  language  of 
the  statute  and  the  Congressional  intent 
behind  it.  For  this  reason  the  regula- 
tion is  in  need  of  revision  to  achieve 
conformity  with  the  statute  and  the  will 
of  Congress. 

(3)  The  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  to  assure  a  priority  for  blind 
persons  in  federally  located  cafeterias 
impede  accomplishment  of  relevant  statu- 
tory objectives.  The  construction  of 
the  implementing  regulations,  Section 
395.3  3,  shows  a  clear  preference  for 
using  a  competitive  bidding  procedure  to 
award  cafeteria  contracts.  But,  compe- 
titive bidding  is  inherently  inconsis- 
tent with  the  statutory  blind  priority. 
If  a  true  priority  is  to  be  awarded, 
then  competition  with  commercial  enter- 
prises should  not  be  allowed.  Other- 
wise, what  good  is  the  priority?  Viewed 
another  way,  if  the  blind  priority  is  to 
be  observed  in  the  context  of  a  competi- 
tive bid  system,  private  entrepreneurs 
might  reasonably  object  to  being  used  by 
the  government  in  a  meaningless  exercise 
from  their  point  of  view.  After  all,  if 
the  blind  priority  is  observed,  then 
most  of  the  awards  should  not  be  made  to 
commercial  enterprises. 

But  the  fact  is  that  most  of  the 
awards  are  made  to  commercial  enter- 
prises precisely  because  of  the  competi- 
tive bidding  system.  According  to  sta- 
tistics provided  by  GSA  in  mid- 19 79 
(four  and  one-half  years  after  enactment 
of  the  19  74  amendments  to  the  Act),  not 
one  bid  submitted  for  a  cafeteria  opera- 
tion by  a  state  licensing  agency  had 
been   accepted    in   competition  with  com- 


mercial enterprises.  Five  bids  sub- 
mitted by  state  licensing  agencies  dur- 
ing the  period  1975  through  mid- 19 79 
were  determined  to  be  "nonresponsive"  or 
"below  the  competitive  range"  by  GSA, 
absent  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  In 
short,  evidence  indicates  that  none  of 
the  state  agency  bids  considered  by  GSA 
ever  reached  the  point  where  the  Secre- 
tary might  consult,  after  the  fact, 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  Section 
39  5.33.  (See  Oversight  of  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Act,  1979,  Hearing  Before  the 
Subcommittee  on  the  Handicapped  of  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Human  Resources, 
United  States  Senate,  Ninety-sixth  Con- 
gress, First  Session,  on  Examination  On 
the  Implementation  of  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Act,  April  30,  1979,  Page  151.) 
During  that  same  period  (1975  through 
mid- 19 79)  GSA  awarded  54  contracts  for 
cafeterias  by  means  of  competitive  bid- 
ding, and  none  of  these  contracts  were 
awarded  under  the  blind  priority.  Mean- 
while, in  thirteen  cases  which  occurred 
during  the  same  period  of  time,  GSA 
representatives  entered  into  direct  ne- 
gotiations with  state  licensing  agencies 
pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of  Section 
395.33  and  these  negotiations  resulted 
in  cafeteria  operations  under  the  blind 
priority  in  every  case.  This  is  accord- 
ing to  GSA's  own  testimony  in  the  above 
referenced  oversight  hearings. 

So  the  evidence  of  record  is  clear 
that  the  potential  does  exist  for  ex- 
panding the  number  of  cafeterias  which 
fall  within  the  scope  of  the  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Act's  blind  priority.  But  the 
evidence  is  equally  clear  that  the  com- 
petitive bid  system  permitted  by  the 
regulation  (not  by  law)  thwarts  the 
intended    expansion    of    the    blind    prior- 
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ity.  Hence,  the  Secretary  should  aban- 
don the  competitive  bid  system  as  an 
unworkable  and  detrimental  policy  which 
impedes  fulfilling  the  will  of  Congress. 

(4)  The  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  to  assure  a  priority  for  blind 
persons  in  federally  located  cafeterias 
are  flawed  internally  in  that  the  regu- 
lations are  open  to  abuses  which  endan- 
ger the  blind  priority.  Again,  it  is 
noted  that  subsection  (b)  of  Section 
395.33  largely  delegates  the  Secretary's 
functions  under  Section  107d-3(e)  of  the 
Act  to  each  property  managing  agency 
involved  in  awarding  contracts  for  cafe- 
terias. This  delegation  is  potentially 
and  actually  the  source  of  abuse  of  the 
blind  priority. 

In  the  first  place,  the  agency  solici- 
ting bids  for  proposals  on  cafeterias 
has  a  free  rein  to  design  the  solicita- 
tion and  to  set  its  requirements.  Then, 
after  having  established  the  rules  for 
competition  unilaterally,  the  same  pro- 
perty managing  agency  unilaterally  de- 
cides whether  the  state  licensing  agency 
has  submitted  a  "responsive"  bid  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  it  (the 
property  managing  agency)  laid  down.  If 
the  state  licensing  agency's  bid  is 
judged  nonresponsive,  the  property  man- 
aging agency  is  not  even  obligated  to 
determine  whether  the  bid  of  the  state 
agency  falls  "within  a  competitive 
range."  If,  however,  the  bid  of  the 
state  agency  is  "responsive,"  the 
property  managing  agency  can  still  block 
the  award  under  the  blind  priority  by 
determining  that  the  bid  is  not  "within 
the  competitive  range."  So  at  any  one 
of  these  points  the  property  managing 
agency  can  unilaterally  obliterate  the 
blind  priority. 

The    blind    priority    can    be    observed 


only  if  the  state  agency's  bid  is  "re- 
sponsive" and  "within  a  competitive 
range."  But  even  then,  the  property 
managing  agency  has  an  additional  oppor- 
tunity to  block  the  application  of  the 
blind  priority  through  the  required  step 
of  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of 
Education.  It  is  ironic  that  a  regula- 
tion which  is  intended  to  assure  a  pri- 
ority is  so  twisted  as  to  subject  the 
intended  beneficiaries  of  the  priority 
(the  blind  through  the  agencies  who 
represent  them)  to  such  an  elaborate 
competitive  procedure  and  then  to  sub- 
ject them  to  the  further  step  of  a  Sec- 
retarial evaluation,  not  required  of  any 
competing  commercial  firm  which  is  sup- 
posed to  have  a  lesser  priority  than  the 
blind. 

A  recent  "Invitation  for  Bid,"  issued 
by  GSA  under  date  of  December  28,  1983, 
exemplifies  the  abuse  possible  under 
subsection  (b)  of  Section  395.33.  That 
solicitation  imposed  qualifications  for 
bidders  designed  to  disqualify  any  sub- 
mission of  a  bid  on  behalf  of  blind 
vendors  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
(See  Exhibit  A,  "Instructions  for  Sub- 
mitting Proposal,"  Section  1,  Qualifica- 
tions of  Offerors).  For  example,  the 
District  of  Columbia  agency  cannot  lay 
claim  to  having  food  service  operations 
in  "at  least  five  states."  Moreover, 
that  agency  cannot  satisfy  the  require- 
ment of  being  "capable  of  opening  addi- 
tional facilities  nationwide."  The 
operation  of  any  state  licensing  agen- 
cy's program  does  not  transcend  that 
state's  borders.  Hence,  the  blind  vend- 
ing program  cannot  qualify  for  competi- 
tion when  GSA  imposes  conditions  de- 
signed to  favor  multi-state  food  service 
conglomerates. 

But    in   addition,   the    same    Invitation 
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£or  Bid  expressed  a  further  intent  to 
abuse  the  blind  priority  by  announcing 
that  the  successful  bidder  would  be 
offered  ten  additional  sites  nationwide 
on  a  "sole-source"  basis.  (See  Exhibit 
B,  "Food  Service  Opportunity,  Federal 
Building  in  Downtown  Washington,  D.C., 
with  10  possible  additional  sites 
nationwide.")  The  inducement  of  a  sole- 
source  contract  means  that  ten  addi- 
tional states  would  be  deprived  of  the 
opportunity  to  obtain  the  blind  priority 
because  of  the  sole-source  arrangement. 

Beyond  all  of  this,  the  entire  tone 
and  emphasis  of  GSA's  fast  food  solici- 
tation makes  it  unlikely  that  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  agency  could  submit  a 
bid  that  would  be  judged  "responsive"  or 
"within  a  competitive  range,"  both  of 
which  would  be  determined  by  GSA  uni- 
laterally. Under  the  circumstances,  it 
would  not  be  surprising  if  the  District 
of  Columbia  declined  to  submit  a  bid, 
therefore  waiving  its  right  to  assert 
the  blind  priority.  In  this  manner,  GSA 
cannot  only  block  but  also  scare  off  a 
state  licensing  agency  from  obtaining 
the  blind  priority. 

(5)  The  government's  need  to  lease 
unused  federal  space  or  to  allocate  such 
space  for  purposes  intended  under  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of 
19  76  creates  a  need  to  take  account  of 
these  initiatives  in  appropriate  regula- 
tions to  assure  the  blind  priority.  A 
recent  phenomenon  of  some  concern  to 
federal  property  managers  and  proponents 
of  the  Randolph-Sheppard  program  is  the 
need  to  lease  government  space  for  com- 
mercial purposes  and/or  to  use  such 
space  for  purposes  intended  under  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of 
19  76.  For  example,  GSA  has  been  under 
considerable  pressure    to    expand    its   so- 


called  "out-leasing"  program  in  order  to 
raise  federal  revenues  by  renting  unused 
government  space.  These  initiatives 
create  the  potential  for  conditions  to 
exist  similar  to  those  which  Congress 
intended  to  correct  in  the  19  74  amend- 
ments to  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act.  For 
instance,  out-leasing  might  be  done  in 
such  a  way  that  the  blind  priority  for 
all  vending  facilities,  not  only  cafe- 
terias, is  impaired. 

The  Secretary  should  carefully  analyze 
the  need  to  provide  regulatory  guidance 
to  the  property  managing  agencies  in 
order  that  their  leasing  and  public  use 
plans  expand,  wherever  possible,  the 
number  and  type  of  vending  facilities  to 
be  operated  by  the  blind  on  all  federal 
property.  In  fact,  proper  coordination 
by  means  of  effective  regulations  to 
assure  the  blind  priority  can  bring 
about  an  opportunity  for  the  leasing  and 
public  use  programs  to  contribute  to 
expanding  the  blind  vending  program  in 
accordance  with  the  will  of  Congress. 

CONCLUSION: 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  and  because 
rule  making  to  assure  the  blind  priority 
as  Congress  intended  it  to  exist  is  in 
the  public  interest,  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind  respectfully  re- 
quests that  the  Secretary  grant  this 
petition  and  undertake  a  carefully  tar- 
geted revision  of  3  4  CFR  Part  39  5. 


Respectfully    submitted, 

James  Gashel 

Director   of  Governmental  Affairs 

National   Federation   of    the  Blind 
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Exhibit  A 
Instructions  fot  Submitting  Ptoposal 


1.  Qualifications  of  Offerors:  Pro- 
posals will  be  considered  only  from 
responsible  organizations  or  individuals 
now  or  recendy  engaged  in  the  operation 
and  management  of  food  service  facili- 
ties. Offerors  should  be  able  to  demon- 
strate a  minimum  of  three  years  experi- 
ence and  must  be  a  firm  that  operates  in 
at  least  five  states.  The  firm  must 
also  be  capable  of  opening  additional 
facilities  nationwide.  At  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Contracting  Officer,  a  pre- 
award  survey  of  one  or  more  of  an  of- 
feror's facilities  may  be  conducted, 
including  interviews  with  key  personnel. 
The  Contracting  Officer  shall  decide  on 
all  facts  bearing  on  an  offeror's  compe- 
tence to  perform  the  work  stated  and 
shall  consider  any  material  to  support 
the  offeror's  competence. 

2.  Scope  of  Operation:  The  facility 
is  to  be  operated  for  the  benefit  of  the 
approximately  2,800  occupants  of  the  GS 
Building,  18th  and  F  Streets,  N.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  The  government  shall 
not  be  held  responsible  for  the  extent 
of  occupancy.  The  building  is  connected 
to  the  Department  of  Interior  Headquar- 
ters (approximately  2,700  employees)  via 
an  underground  tunnel.  While  the  public 
has  direct  access  to  the  facility  at  the 
present  time,  the  government  cannot 
assure  that  the  building  will  not  be 
secured  from  the  public  at  a  future 
time.  The  facility  will  not  operate 
past  the  normal  working  hours,  as  stipu- 
lated in  Part  II,  Specifications,  Item 
#2. 

3.  Performance  Bond:    Do  not  submit  a 
performance    bond    with    this    bid.      The 


successful  offeror  shall  furnish  a  per- 
formance bond  in  the  amount  of  ^5  0,0  00 
within  10  days  of  award.  An  earnest 
money  deposit  must  be  submitted  with 
this  bid. 

4.  Preproposal  Meeting  and  Walk 
Through:  A  preproposal  meeting  will  be 
held  on  Januarv  9,  1984.  at  10:00  a.m. 
in  the  GS  Building  Cafeteria,  18th  and  F 
Streets,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C,  Bidders 
who  cannot  meet  at  that  time  may  arrange 
for  a  walk  through  by  contacting  the 
Contracting  Officer's  representative, 
Mr.  Michael  Ziskind  of  the  Real  Estate 
Division  on  (202)  472-1704. 

5.  In  developing  the  proposal,  the 
offeror  may  use  all  of  the  10,000  square 
feet  as  shown  on  the  attached  floor  plan 
(attachment  A)  or  any  other  amount  but 
not  less  than  5,000  square  feet.  The 
area  used  must  be  specified  in  the  pro- 
posal with  a  proposed  floor  plan.  The 
proposed  area  must  have  two  means  of 
egress.  All  improvement  costs  are  to  be 
borne  by  the  lessee. 

6.  All  questions  regarding  this  invi- 
tation must  be  submitted  to  the  Con- 
tracting Officer. 


Exhibit  B 

Food  Service  Opportunity 

Federal  Building  in 

Downtown  Washington,  D.C. 

With  10  Possible  Additional  Sites 
Nationwide 

The  U.S.  General  Services  Administra- 
tion is  requesting  bids  from  nationally 
recognized  food  service  firms  who  would 
be  interested  in  leasing  from  5,000  to 
10,000    sq.    ft.    of    space    at    the   General 
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Services  Administration  Headquarters 
Building,  18th  and  "F"  Streets,  N.W., 
Washington,  D.C.,  to  provide  food  serv- 
ice for  building  visitors  and  occupants. 
Fixed  term,  five-year  lease. 

The  successful  bidder  may  be  invited 
to  submit  similar  bids  on  a  sole  source 
basis  for  ten  additional  sites  in  GSA- 
controlled  buildings  at  mutually  agree- 
able locations  in  the  Washington  Metro- 
politan area  or  other  cities  throughout 
the  nation.  A  public  bid  opening  will 
be  held  on  February  1,  1984,  at  3:00 
pjn. 


A  preproposal  meeting  will  be  held  on 
January  9,  1984.  at  10:00  a.m.  in  the 
GS  Building  Cafeteria,  18th  and  F 
Streets,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  Bidders 
who  cannot  meet  at  that  time  may  arrange 
for  a  walk  through  by  contacting  the 
Contracting  Officer's  representative, 
Mr.  Michael  Ziskind  of  the  Real  Estate 
Division  on  (202)  472-1704. 

To  request  an  Invitation  for  Bids, 
contact:  Mr.  Michael  Ziskind,  Real  Es- 
tate Division  (WPEU),  General  Services 
Administration,  Washington,  D.C.  20407; 
(202)  472-1704. 


FACT  SHEET 

FOOD  SERVICE   IN  FEDERAL  BUILDINGS: 

THE  STATUS  OF  THE  BLIND  PRIORITY 


Background 

The  Blind  Priority:  According  to  a 
1936  law,  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act,  and 
its  19  74  amendments,  blind  people  are  to 
have  priority  in  the  operation  of  vend- 
ing facilities  on  all  federal  property. 
This  priority  includes  the  granting  of 
federal  space  and  utilities  to  support 
business  opportunities  for  the  blind. 
The  19  74  amendments  brought  federally 
located  cafeterias  specifically  under 
the  priority  intended  for  the  blind. 
Other  vending  facilities  covered  are 
newsstands,  snack  bars,  vending  machine 
operations,  gift  shops,  and  the  like. 

Authority  for  rulemaking  and  enforce- 
ment of  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  is 
vested  in  the  Secretary  of  Education. 
The  only  limitation  permitted  by  law  to 
the    blind    priority    is    a    finding    that    a 


facility  or  facilities  to  be  operated  by 
the  blind  "would  adversely  affect  the 
interests  of  the  United  States."  Only 
the  Secretary  of  Education  can  approve 
this  finding. 

Under  the  law,  blind  persons  in  each 
state  may  acquire  cafeterias  or  other 
vending  facility  businesses  once  they 
are  trained,  qualified,  and  licensed  by 
the  state  vocational  rehabilitation 
agency  serving  the  blind.  The  state 
rehabilitation  agencies  also  negotiate 
on  behalf  of  blind  vendors  to  obtain 
agreements  with  federal  property  mana- 
gers for  vending  facility  sites.  Thus, 
the  statutory  scheme  involves  both  fed- 
eral and  state  agencies  who  are  expected 
to  cooperate  in  developing  viable  small 
business  opportunities  for  blind  people. 

Abuse  of  the   Blind  Priority— What 
GSA  Did         The     General     Services    Ad- 
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n;inistration  (GSA)  invited  fast  food 
restaurant  chains  to  lease  space  at 
GSA's  main  headquarters  buUding,  18th 
and  E  Streets,  N.W.,  in  Washington.  The 
firm  chosen  through  competitive  bidding 
would  have  been  offered  (without  compe- 
tition) ten  additional  sites  and  possi- 
bly hundreds  nationwide  within  a  few 
months.  The  result  could  be  that  food 
service  giants  such  as  MacDonald's,  Roy 
Rogers,  Burger  King,  Wendy's,  and  Pizza 
Hut  would  begin  doing  business  on  fed- 
eral property. 

This  threatens  the  statutory  blind 
priority.  Instead  of  granting  space  for 
this  clearly  worthy  and  socially  benefi- 
cial employment  program,  GSA  wants  a  new 
source  of  revenue  for  the  federal  gov- 
ernment through  leasing  its  space  to  the 
food  service  giant  who  will  pay  the 
government  top  dollar.  The  invitation 
for  bid,  dated  December  28,  1983,  was 
intended  to  attract  offers  from  nation- 
ally recognized  commercial  food  service 
enterprises  whUe  excluding  any  bid 
which  the  District  of  Columbia  rehabili- 
tation agency  might  submit  on  behalf  of 
blind  vendors  in  the  District's  business 
enterprises  program.  The  principal  bar 
to  a  bid  on  behalf  of  the  blind  is  a 
specification  that  bidders  must  have 
food  service  operations  in  at  least  five 
states.  GSA  is  aware  that  the  blind 
vending  program  is  based  on  independent 
operations  within  each  state  rather  than 
being  organized  as  an  interstate  food 
service  conglomerate.  Hence,  this  bid 
invitation  was  an  overt  assault  upon  the 
Randolph-Sheppard  Act's  blind  priority. 

Recommended  Action:  In  view  of  GSA's 
leasing  program  and  the  manner  in  which 
it  has  been  brought  into  conflict  with 
the  Congressionally  mandated  blind  pri- 
ority,   blind    people    are    requesting    your 


help   to   accomplish  the   following  objec- 
tives: 

(A)  Hold  up  GSA's  leasing  program 
until  the  Secretary  of  Education  in- 
structs GSA  on  procedures  and  criteria 
which  comply  with  the  Randolph-Sheppard 
Act. 

(B)  Initiate  federal  rulemaking  pro- 
ceedings to  revise  the  regulations  in- 
tended to  implement  the  Randolph-Shep- 
pard Act's  blind  priority  taking  into 
account  GSA's  plans  for  leasing  vending 
facility  space  and  containing  effective 
safeguards  to  insure  strict  observance 
of  the  blind  priority  in  vending  facili- 
ties on  all  federal  property,  including 
cafeterias. 

Action  Stepse  A  letter  should  be  sent 
to  the  Secretary  of  Education  requesting 
the  initiation  of  rulemaking  proceedings 
to  revise  the  regulations  implementing 
the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act's  blind  prior- 
ity for  all  vending  facilities  including 
cafeterias,  taking  into  account  GSA's 
fast  food  chain  leasing  program,  includ- 
ing the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  bid 
request.  The  revised  regulations  should 
be  carefully  drawn  so  as  to  assure  that 
the  blind  priority  for  all  vending 
facilities,  including  cafeterias,  is 
observed  in  accordance  with  Congression- 
al intent.  Contact:  Terrel  Bell,  Sec- 
retary of  Education,  FOB  6,  400  Maryland 
Avenue,  S.W.,  Washington,  DC  20202.  The 
letter  should  make  the  following  spe- 
cific points: 

(1)  The  statutory  priority  for  blind 
persons  to  operate  vending  facilities 
applies  to  all  federally- owned  or  leased 
property,  including  property  owned  by 
the  government  and  intended  for  lease  to 
private  enterprise. 

(2)  Cafeterias  are  included  by  defini- 
tion under  the  blind  priority. 
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(3)  The  special  cafeteria  bidding 
procedure  permitted  under  federal  regu- 
lations (34  CFR  Section  395.33(b))  is 
inconsistent  with  the  law  and  Congres- 
sional intent  requiring  blind  priority 
to  federally  located  vending  facilities 
and  cafeterias. 

(4)  The  existing  regulations  are  prov- 
ably  subject  to  flagrant  abuse  through 
bid  solicitations  which  can  be  drawn  so 
as  to  block  the  blind  priority. 


(5)  Experience  with  the  existing  regu- 
lations proves  that  they  do  not  carry 
out  the  objective  of  the  19  74  amendments 
to  the  Randolph-Sheppard  Act  to  expand 
dramatically  the  number  of  vending 
facilities  operated  by  blind  persons  on 
federal  property.  Hence,  the  regula- 
tions are  not  working  to  achieve  the 
will  of  Congress  and  should  be  redrafted 
with  the  objective  of  conforming  federal 
policy  to  the  Congressional  mandate. 


HOWARD  CRAIG 
MAN  OF  DETERMINATION 

by  Kenneth  Jernigan 


Howard  Craig  is  soft  spoken  and  quiet. 
He  does  not  bluster  or  brag.  Yet,  un- 
derneath that  peaceful  exterior  resides 
a  sense  of  deep  self-worth,  self- 
respect,  and  confidence. 

Howard  was  a  student  at  the  Iowa  Com- 
mission for  the  Blind  in  the  days  when 
that  agency  was  setting  the  pace  in  this 
country  for  good  training  and  the  notion 
that  the  blind  can  cut  it  on  terms  of 
equality  with  anybody  else,  given  rea- 
sonable training  and  opportunity. 
Howard  joined  the  Federation  and  helped 
make  Iowa  a  better  place  for  the  blind. 
He  took  his  Federationism  seriously  and 
learned  it  well.  He  believed  that  the 
blind  should  have  all  of  the  rights  of 
first-class  citizenship.  He  also  be- 
lieved that  they  should  accept  all  of 
the  responsibilities  that  go  with  it. 
Through  all  of  the  problems  that  have 
occurred    in   Iowa   in  recent  years  Howard 


has  remained  firmly  committed  to  the 
Federation  in  purpose  and  philosophy  and 
unwavering  in  his  lifestyle  of  self- 
respect  and  self-belief. 

An  incident  which  occurred  in  Des 
Moines  on  February  29,  19  84,  puts  all  of 
this  in  perspective.  It  is  not  earth 
shaking  or  overwhelming;  but  it  shows 
how  valuable  the  former  training  was  and 
how  practical  Federation  philosophy  is 
in  everyday  terms.  It  also  leads  one  to 
wonder  how  a  current  graduate  of  the 
Iowa  Commission's  program  would  have 
coped  in  similar  circumstances.  It  also 
shows  how  much  we  did  to  create  a  cli- 
mate of  acceptance  of  the  blind  as  nor- 
mal people.  Witness  the  fact  that  it  is 
taken  for  granted  without  comment  (ob- 
serve the  final  paragraph  of  the  news 
article  which  follows)  that  the  blind- 
Howard  is  totally  blind— are  competent 
to  identify  people. 
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Even  though  the  Iowa  Commission  for 
the  Blind  has  fallen  away  from  its  heri- 
tage of  Federation  philosophy  and  is 
(one  hopes  temporarily)  currently  in 
eclipse,  the  Federation  in  the  state  is 
strong  and  alive.  It  carries  on  the 
traditions  and  continues  the  pioneering 
which  have  made  it  the  dynamic  force 
which  it  is  in  bettering  the  lives  of 
the  blind.  Howard  Craig  is  an  integral 
part  of  the  movement  in  Iowa  and  the 
nation,  and  his  victorious  combat  with  a 
would-be  mugger  in  a  dark  alley  is  vivid 
testimony  to  the  fact  that  our  philoso- 
phy works  and  that  on  a  daily  basis  we 
practice  what  we  preach  about  equality 
and  first-class  status.  Yes,  Howard  is 
mild  mannered  and  friendly,  but  don't 
try  to  bushwhack  him  in  a  lonely  alley ; 
or  you  may  get  more  than  you  bargain 
for.  In  the  March  2,  1984,  edition  of 
the  Pes  Moines  Register  the  following 
article  appears  under  the  headline 
"Blind  Man  Fights  off  Mugger  in  Dark 
Alley": 


A  blind  man  won  a  wrestling  match  with 
a  mugger  in  a  dark  downtown  alley  late 
Wednesday,  a  Des  Moines  police  spokesman 
said. 

"People  think  they  can  walk  over  a 
blind  guy,"  said  Howard  Craig,  35.  "But 
I  look  at  it  this  way  — if  I  gave  him  my 
wallet,  he  would  have  been  home  free." 

Instead,  Craig  resisted,  going  to  the 
pavement  with  the  mugger  and  trying  to 
break  his  fingers.  The  mugger,  obvi- 
ously in  great  pain,  retaliated  by  bit- 
ing Craig's  hand. 

When  it  was  over  Craig  stUl  had  his 
wallet,  and  the  mugger  had  some  sore 
fingers. 


"I  was  yanking  on  his  fingers  pretty 
good,"  recalled  Craig,  "He  had  to  bite 
me  to  get  away." 

The  victim  was  walking  back  to  his 
residence,  the  Kirkwood  Hotel,  from  a 
convenience  store,  when  he  was  attacked. 
Craig  had  purchased  some  popcorn  and 
deodorant,  authorities  said. 

When  police  arrived  at  the  crime  scene 
they  found  the  victim's  cane,  popcorn, 
chemical  deterrent  and  deodorant  scat- 
tered in  the  alley. 

The  mugger  first  approached  Craig  as 
he  was  leaving  the  convenience  store  in 
the  7  00  block  of  Grand  Avenue.  "He  of- 
fered to  walk  me  home,"  said  Craig. 
"Being  blind  I  figured  I  could  get  home 
a  little  faster." 

The  two  men  made  small  talk,  and  the 
mugger  claimed  to  work  at  a  bank  nearby. 
Witnesses  who  saw  the  mugger  near  the 
store  prior  to  the  attack  described  him 
as  white,  with  a  stocky  build  and  light- 
colored  hair,  wearing  a  light-colored 
waist  coat  and  faded  blue  jeans. 

"When  we  got  to  the  hotel  he  told  me 
the  front  door  was  blocked  and  we'd  have 
to  go  around,"  said  Craig.  "I  didn't 
think  a  thing  of  it." 

As  they  walked  to  the  alley,  the  mug- 
ger asked  Craig  if  he  could  look  at  the 
can  of  chemical  deterrent  Craig  carried 
clipped  to  his  coat.  Craig  agreed  and 
handed  it  to  him.  A  short  time  later 
the  mugger  threatened  to  spray  Craig 
with  the  deterrent  if  he  didn't  hand 
over  his  wallet. 

"I  told  him  he  couldn't  have  it,"  said 
Craig.    "He  wrestled  me  to  the  ground." 

"I  started  to  take  some  action,  I 
started  fighting  back.  Actually,  I  was 
trying  to  break  his  hands,"   said  Craig, 

Craig,  who  works  at  Iowa  Methodist 
Medical  Center  as   a  darkroom  technician. 
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was  taken  to  that  hospital  by  fire  res- 
cue medics  for  treatment  and  later  was 
released. 

After  taking  statements  from  wit- 
nesses, police  asked  Craig  for  a  de- 
scription of  his  attacker.     He  told  them 


the  man  was  about  five  feet  eight  inches 
tall,  of  medium  build,  and  was  wearing  a 
windbreaker  with  a  zipper.  He  also 
would  have  two  injured  fingers  on  each 
hand,  he  told  investigators. 


DIALOGUE  WITH  CBS 


Peggy  Chong  is  one  of  the  leaders  of 
our  movement  in  Minnesota.  She  is  also 
articulate  and  perceptive.  She  follows 
the  Federation  practice  of  being  on  the 
lookout  for  instances  that  have  an  im- 
pact on  the  image  and  lifestyle  of  the 
blind,  and  then  of  following  up— not 
just  expressing  annoyance  and  letting  it 
go  at  that.  It  is  by  such  constant  vig- 
ilance (such  daily  awareness  and  exer- 
cise of  personal  commitment  and  re- 
sponsibility on  the  part  of  each  of  us) 
that  we  are  changing  what  it  means  to  be 
blind: 


Minneapolis,  Minnesota 
January   17,   1984 

Mr.  Thomas  Wyman,  President 
CBS  Television  Network 
New  York,  New  York 

Dear  Mr.  Wyman: 

I    can't    believe    what    I    saw    in    the 

Charlie    Brown    Special    that    CBS    aired 

last  Friday   night,    January    13.      I   found 

it  most  offensive  and  degrading. 

What  I  am  talking  about  happened  near 


the  beginning  of  the  show.  Snoopy  is 
trying  to  take  Linus'  blanket  away  from 
him.  First,  he  disguises  himself  as  a 
bush  and  then  as  a  blind  man,  complete 
with  dark  glasses,  crooked  cane,  tin 
cup,  and  pencils.  This  was  only  on  the 
screen  for  a  moment,  but  oh  what  it  said 
about  blind  people. 

My  husband  and  I  are  both  blind.  We 
have  worked  for  many  years  in  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind  to  edu- 
cate the  public  about  the  capacity  and 
normality  of  blind  people.  We  live  or- 
dinary lives  and  do  ordinary  things- 
things  such  as  holding  down  a  job,  own- 
ing and  maintaining  a  home,  raising  our 
five-year-old  daughter,  and  participat- 
ing actively  in  community  affairs. 

We  have  tried  very  hard  to  educate  our 
sighted  daughter  about  blindness.  We 
knew  that  when  she  started  to  play  with 
other  children  she  would  be  asked  many 
questions  about  her  parents.  We  wanted 
her  to  be  prepared  to  deal  with  those 
questions.  When  she  was  three,  she  came 
home  crying  one  day  because  one  of  her 
friends  had  told  her  that  her  daddy  was 
blind  because  he  had  done  something 
naughty  and  was,  therefore,  being  pun- 
ished.     A   year    later,  when   our  daughter 
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was  in  nursery  school,  the  other  child- 
ren would  say  things  like  "Your  daddy 
can't  read,"  or  "You  just  made  that  up— 
your  parents  can't  do  that.  They're 
blind." 

We  arranged  with  the  teacher  for  us  to 
talk  with  the  children  and  to  read  a 
Braille  book  during  story  time. 

This  year,  when  our  daughter  entered 
kindergarten,  we  confronted  the  problem 
head  on  and  immediately  arranged  with 
the  teacher  to  talk  with  our  daughter's 
class  about  blindness.  As  a  result,  we 
have  encountered  no  problems  with  her 
classmates  not  believing  our  daughter 
when  she  talks  about  her  parents  func- 
tioning independently  as  blind  people. 

Children  are  the  easiest  to  talk  with. 
They  are  the  most  open  and  honest.  They 
also  believe  what  they  arc  told,  and 
they  believe  what  they  see  and  hear  on 
television.  Last  Friday  night  the  CBS 
Network  told  all  of  the  children  watch- 
ing the  Charlie  Brown  Special  that  blind 
people  begged,  sold  pencils,  and  wobbled 
along  with  short,  crooked  canes.  The 
parents  of  these  children  were  no  less 
affected. 

Mr.  Wyman,  consider  this:  One  of  the 
parents  who  watched  the  show  might  have 
been  an  employer  who  possessed  the  po- 
tential for  hiring  a  competent  blind 
person.  Can  you  honestly  maintain  that 
such  an  employer,  after  having  watched 
Charlie  Brown,  would  view  a  blind  job 
applicant  as  either  normal  or  competent? 
Certainly  some  blind  people  will  not  be 
hired  as  a  direct  result  of  the  scene 
that  millions  of  Americans  watched  last 
Friday  night. 

Blind  people  in  this  country,  for  the 
most  part,  do  not  reflect  the  stereotype 
so  vividly  portrayed  in  the  Charlie 
Brown  Special.    My  husband   is  a  systems 


programming  specialist,  and  I  was  (be- 
fore our  daughter  was  born)  a  library 
clerk.  Through  the  National  Federation 
of  the  Blind  we  know  of  countless  blind 
people  from  all  walks  of  life  who  are 
employed  in  a  wide  variety  of  jobs,  from 
teachers,  lawyers,  presidents  of  their 
own  companies,  to  just  about  any  job  you 
can  think  of. 

The  sad  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
true  story  of  the  blind  is  never  told. 
It  never  makes  the  nightly  news  that 
seventy  percent  of  working  age  blind 
people  are  either  unemployed  or  underem- 
ployed in  sheltered  workshops.  People 
are  never  told  that  competent  blind  par- 
ents have  often  had  their  sighted  child- 
ren taken  away  from  them  because  some 
uninformed  social  worker  doesn't  know 
how  a  blind  person  can  manage  with 
sighted  children.  The  public  service 
spots,  prepared  by  the  National  Federa- 
tion of  the  Blind  and  designed  to  edu- 
cate the  public  to  the  capabilities  of 
blind  people,  are  rarely  aired  on  na- 
tional television. 

For  the  most  part,  if  any  show  at- 
tempts to  deal  with  blindness,  the  per- 
son is  portrayed  as  helpless  and  piti- 
ful—or portrayed  as  a  blind  superman, 
albeit  rarely. 

Black  people  no  longer  have  to  suffer 
this  kind  of  humiliation  on  television. 
Why  should  we  as  blind  people  be  sub- 
jected to  it?  You  never  see  Gary  Cole- 
man saying,  "YassuhMassaDrummond,"  nor 
do  you  see  Benson  tap  dancing. 

We  are  the  kind  of  parents  who  care- 
fully screen  the  kind  of  television  to 
which  our  child  is  exposed.  I  would 
hate  to  have  to  outlaw  specials  like 
Charlie  Brown  simply  because  sighted 
people  do  not  want  to  develop  a  true 
awareness    of    blind    people.      Whether    I 
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outlawed  it  or  not,  the  fact  remains 
that  my  neighbors  saw  the  special  as  did 
my  daughter's  friends.  In  short,  all 
the  work  that  my  husband  and  I  have  done 
to  educate  our  friends  to  the  real  prob- 
lems of  the  blind  may  have  put  us  two 
steps  ahead;  but  Snoopy  put  us  three 
steps  back. 

I  hope  that  you  take  this  letter  ser- 
iously, as  it  is  written  in  good  faith. 
I  am  sure  that  no  hostility  was  intended 
but  that  the  underlying  cause  of  the 
problem  lies  in  ignorance  and  lack  of 
information.  I  think  that  CBS  could  do 
much  for  blind  people  that  would  be  pos- 
itive, if  CBS  would  only  try. 
I'll  be  waiting  for  your  response. 

Very   truly  yours, 
Peggy  Chong 


New  York,  New  York 
February   14,   19  84 

Dear  Mrs.  Chong: 

Your  letter  to  Mr.  Thomas  Wyman,  Pres- 
ident, CBS,  Inc.  has  been  referred  to  me 
for  reply.  Thank  you  for  sharing,  in 
such  a  personal  and  sensitive  manner, 
your  concerns  about  the  January  13th 
Charlie  Brown  Special. 

Our  CBS  department  of  Program  Prac- 
tices tries  to  be  diligent  in  this  area. 
The  inclusion  of  the  brief  scene  of 
Snoopy  and  Linus,  to  which  you  refer, 
was  not  deemed  inappropriate  in  initial 
viewings.  It  certainly  was  not  meant  to 
offend.  Clearly,  your  letter  has  in- 
creased our  awareness. 

However,  contrary  to  your  assertion 
that  "the  true  story  of  the  blind  is 
never    told,"    CBS    frequently    airs    pro- 


grams which  explore  a  wide  range  of  is- 
sues facing  the  blind  and  many  other 
disabled  individuals.  Some  examples  in- 
clude: 

The  series  "Archie  Bunker's  Place" 
which,  for  three  years,  featured  the 
regular  character  Mr.  Van  Renseleer,  a 
blind  man  who  was  always  the  reasoned 
calm  amidst  the  otherwise  chaos  of  Ar- 
chie Bunker  and  friends. 

A  recent  "Simon  and  Simon"  episode  in 
which  a  character  who  was  portrayed  by  a 
blind  actress,  was  the  sole  witness  to  a 
crime  and  aided  in  the  apprehension  of 
the  criminals. 

An  episode  of  "Alice"  which  involved  a 
blind  friend  who  so  impressed  the  cast 
of  regular  characters  with  his  sharpened 
senses  that  they  were  each  led  to  exper- 
iment with  living  in  a  blind  person's 
world. 

"Second  Chance  at  Love,"  which  is 
scheduled  for  broadcast  on  March  13th, 
is  the  gripping  tale  of  a  woman  who, 
having  come  to  terms  with  her  blindness 
with  a  strong  sense  of  independence, 
gains  a  new  perspective  on  life  when 
circumstances  mandate  her  getting  a  very 
special  dog  as  companion. 

An  Afterschool  Children's  Special, 
"The  Zertigo  Diamond  Caper,"  sensitively 
featured  a  blind  youngster  who  works 
with  authorities  to  solve  a  crime. 

In  addition,  in  order  to  ensure  real- 
istic portrayals,  we  often  draw  upon  the 
resources  of  the  National  Association 
for  the  Blind. 

Thank  you  again  for  sharing  your  con- 
cerns, and  we  hope  you  will  find  future 
programs  meeting  the  high  standards  we 
work  to  maintain. 

Sincerely, 
Alice  M.  Henderson 
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Vice  President 
Program  Practices 


Minneapolis,  Minnesota 
February  12,   1984 

Dear  Ms.  Henderson: 

I  received  your  letter  of  February  14. 
It  was  good  to  see  that  you  took  my 
letter  of  January  17  seriously  and  that 
CBS  is  apparently  committed  to  increas- 
ing the  awareness  of  the  public  to  the 
truth  about  blindness. 

In  19  79,  "Sixty  Minutes"  did  an  excel- 
lent expose'  concerning  sheltered  work- 
shops for  the  blind  and  the  many  flag- 
rant abuses  perpetrated  against  the 
blind  workers.  The  report  was  well  re- 
searched and  well  presented,  and  it  did 
much  to  enlighten  the  public  concerning 
the  problems  faced  by  blind  sheltered 
shop  workers. 

I  was  also  impressed  with  the  two  mo- 
vies shown  on  CBS  dealing  with  BUI,  the 
retarded  man  from  Iowa. 

I  am  concerned,  however,  about  the 
episodes  you  cite  in  your  letter.  It 
seems  to  me  that  instead  of  portraying 
blindness  in  a  positive  light,  they  tend 
to  reinforce  the  stereotypes  and  miscon- 
ceptions held  by  the  public  at  large. 

For  example,  Mr.  Van  Renseleer,  the 
blind  man  in  "Archie  Bunker's  Place," 
represents  a  blind  person  who  cannot 
really  be  regarded  as  a  positive  role 
model.  It  seems  that  he  has  nothing 
better  to  do  than  to  sit  at  the  bar,  and 
everyone  knows  that  he  does  not  have  a 
job.  His  dark  glasses  and  short  cane 
(which  he  is  never  seen  to  use  properly) 
further  serve  to  reinforce  the  image  of 
inferiority  and  dependence.    A  more  pos- 


itive image  would  have  been  presented  if 
Mr.  Van  Renseleer  were  to  tend  the  bar. 
I  am  personally  aware  of  a  number  of 
blind  people  who  tend  bar  and  perform 
the  tasks  associated  with  bartending 
with  great  skill. 

The  episode  of  the  show  "Alice,"  where 
people  experimented  with  living  in  a 
blind  world  causes  me  some  concern.  If 
memory  serves,  people  were  blindfolded 
and  expected  to  achieve  a  true  under- 
standing of  the  "problems"  faced  by  a 
person  without  sight.  The  practice  of 
blindfolding  actually  causes  more  harm 
than  most  people  might  think.  We  in  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  have 
found  that  instead  of  inculcating  a  pos- 
itive attitude  toward  blindness  in  the 
mind  of  the  person  under  the  blindfold, 
the  practice  focuses  undue  attention 
upon  the  limitations  of  blindness. 
Moreover,  since  most  people  under  the 
blindfold  have  never  received  proper 
training  in  the  alternative  techniques 
used  to  function  independently  without 
sight,  they  tend  to  regard  their  efforts 
under  the  blindfold  as  demonstrating 
beyond  any  shadow  of  doubt  that  a  person 
without  sight  simply  cannot  be  independ- 
ent. We  in  the  National  Federation  of 
the  Blind  know  that  with  proper  training 
and  opportunity,  blind  people  can  be 
quite  independent  and  can,  in  fact,  ac- 
complish much  for  themselves.  However, 
the  training  does  take  a  certain  amount 
of  time,  and  exposure  to  the  blindfold 
for  perhaps  an  hour  or  a  day  cannot  be- 
gin to  simulate  the  true  condition  of 
being  blind. 

Why  couldn't  the  stories  of  some  of 
the  blind  people  I  know  be  told?  For 
instance,  I  know  of  a  woman  who  grad- 
uated from  college  in  193  3  with  degrees 
in   English   and  Music.      She    finally    gave 
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up  looking  for  a  job  commensurate  with 
her  education  and  obtained  employment  in 
a  shelterd  workshop— the  same  kind  of 
workshop  featured  so  prominently  in 
"Sixty  Minutes."  Ultimately  this  woman 
retired  from  the  workshop,  where  she 
spent  the  majority  of  her  life. 

Then,  consider  the  story  of  a  teenager 
who  became  blind.  Despite  the  negative 
attitudes  of  family  members  and  friends, 
this  teenager  eventually  finished  high 
school  and  went  on  to  atend  the  Yale  Law 
School.  Even  though  she  graduated  near 
the  top  of  her  class,  she  found  that  it 
was  harder  for  her  as  a  blind  person  to 
get  a  job.  She  interviewed  with  five 
times  as  many  law  firms  as  her  fellow 
classmates  and  ultimately  received  not 
one  job  offer.  (By  the  way,  this  erst- 
while teenager  now  serves  as  a  deputy 
prosecutor  in  Woodbury  County  in  the 
state  of  Iowa.) 

The  problems  faced  by  the  two  people  I 
have  just  mentioned  did  not  stem  from 
their  blindness.  Rather,  their  road 
blocks  were  created  by  a  well-meaning 
but  uninformed  society  which  would  ra- 
ther protect  blind  people  instead  of 
giving  them  the  chance  to  succeed  or 
fail  on  their  own  merits. 

The  above  stories,  plus  many  others 
that  I  have  heard  through  my  involvement 
in  the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind, 
would  make  excellent  episodes  for  any 
one  of  your  weekly  series  or  movies. 
What  needs  to  be  done  is  to  get  past  the 


superficialities  concerning  blindness 
and  the  blind  that  your  shows  tend  to 
expose.  The  public  needs  to  know  much 
more  about  the  real  accomplishments  and 
struggles  of  countless  numbers  of  blind 
men  and  women  across  this  country. 

The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
could  be  of  tremendous  help  to  CBS,  as- 
suming CBS  is  interested  in  exposing  the 
truth  about  blindness  and  thereby  edu- 
cating the  public.  Your  letter  mentions 
an  organization  you  call  the  National 
Association  for  the  Blind.  The  public 
library  shows  no  reference  concerning  a 
National  Association  for  the  Blind.  I 
can  only  assume  that  you  are  referring 
to  an  agency  (a  service  provider)  for 
the  blind.  I  can  tell  you  one  thing: 
Organizations  ol  the  blind  such  as  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  will 
provide  CBS  with  much  more  "realistic" 
and  accurate  information  about  blindness 
than  any  service  provider.  This  is  be- 
cause the  Federation  consists  of  blind 
people— people  who  live  with  blindness 
and  overcome  blindness  each  and  every 
day  of  their  lives. 

I  do  intend  to  watch  "Second  Chance  at 
Love"  on  March  13.  I  plan  to  let  you 
know  what  I  think  about  it  and  my  views 
concerning  its  overall  impact  upon  the 
blind. 

Sincerely, 
Peggy  Chong 


APRIL  1984 


181 


COLLECTIVE  BARGAIND4G  ORDERED  IN  ARKANSAS 

AS  THE  LIGHTHOUSE  APPEALS  TO  THE 

NATIONAL  LABOR  RELATIONS  BOARD 


It  is  now  three  years  since  workers  at 
the  Arkansas  Lighthouse  for  the  Blind 
(supported  by  the  National  Federation  of 
the  Blind  and  Teamsters  Local  878  of 
Little  Rock)  first  launched  an  organ- 
izing drive  to  form  a  collective  bar- 
gaining unit.  During  this  period,  the 
Lighthouse  workers  have  been  subjected 
to  every  imaginable  form  of  abuse  and 
intimidation,  all  aimed  at  forcing  them 
to  drop  their  union  demands. 

In  the  Braille  Monitor  of  November, 
1981,  we  reported  on  unfair  labor  prac- 
tices charged  against  the  Lighthouse 
managers  and  their  attorney.  Their 
anti-union  activities  surrounded  a  rep- 
resentation election  held  at  the  Light- 
house on  July  10,  1981.  In  that  elec- 
tion, the  Lighthouse  achieved  a  narrow 
victory  over  the  Union.  But,  as  we 
reported,  it  took  massive  anti-labor 
tactics  by  management  and  its  sympa- 
thizers to  put  down  the  pro-labor 
forces.  Then  the  Union,  with  our  solid 
backing,  appealed. 

On  August  5,  19  82,  the  National  Labor 
Relations  Board,  by  a  vote  of  4  to  1, 
issued  its  first  decision  in  the  Arkan- 
sas case.  That  ruling,  reported  in  the 
Braille  Monitor  of  January,  19  83  held 
that  the  Arkansas  Lighthouse  workers  are 
employees  within  the  meaning  of  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Act  and  that 
the  Board  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
Lighthouse.  A  contrary  decision  by  the 
full  Board  would  have  ended  the  entire 
organizing    drive,    except    for    a    possible 


court  challenge  by  the  Union.  But  the 
affirmative  vote  of  the  Board  cleared 
the  way  for  a  full-blown  investigation 
of  the  unfair  labor  practices  surround- 
ing the  July,  19  81  election. 

The  results  of  that  investigation  are 
now  the  subject  of  further  proceedings 
before  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board  in  Washington,  D.C.  Dr.  Jernigan, 
in  his  1983  Presidential  Report, 
announced  the  outcome  at  that  time.  We 
won  hands  down.  Now  the  Lighthouse 
hopes  to  reverse  the  investigation's 
findings.  Well  they  should.  At  issue 
is  whether  the  Board  should  order  col- 
lective bargaining  and  back  pay  as 
recommended  by  anNLRB  hearing  officer's 
decision  dated  June  20,  1983. 

Bargaining  orders  are  issued  only  in 
the  rarest  of  circumstances,  when  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Act  has  been 
violated.  But,  according  to  the  hearing 
officer's  decision,  the  misconduct  of 
the  Arkansas  Lighthouse  and  that  of  its 
attorney  Phillip  Lyon  justifies  the 
extreme  measure  of  an  order  to  bargain. 
The  order  is  significant  in  what  it  says 
about  the  anti-labor  activities  of  the 
Lighthouse.  But  it  is  also  significant 
in  what  it  reveals  about  the  entire 
system  of  workshops  and  how  management 
is  accustomed  to  ruling  the  lives  of  the 
blind  who  work  in  them.  It  is  shocking 
that  such  tactics  of  intimidation  and 
browbeating  would  be  used  in  the  1980s 
against  any  group  of  citizens  in  our 
country    who    are    presumably     free    and 
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equal      people      and     entitled      to     make 
choices  without  harassment. 

Shocking  though  it  may  be,  this  is  the 
story  of  the  Arkansas  Lighthouse.  To 
tell  that  story  more  completely,  we 
reprint  below  the  hearing  officer's 
conclusions.  Consider  the  significance 
of  what  has  occurred.  Seldom  do  we  get 
such  a  candid,  forthright,  and  effective 
appraisal  of  what  life  is  like  for  blind 
employees  on  the  inside  of  a  lighthouse. 
But  here  are  the  facts  displayed  for  all 
to  read.  This  is  the  story  of  the  blind 
workers'  oppression.  It  is  a  story 
which  must  be  told,  for  the  morals  and 
ethics  of  a  free  society  will  not  toler- 
ate situations  such  as  this  to  exist 
forever.  Here  are  the  facts  as  set 
forth  by  the  hearing  officer: 

CONCLUSIONS  OF  LAW 

(Editor's  note:  The  term  "respondent" 
refers  to  the  Arkansas  Lighthouse  for 
the  Blind.  References  to  sections  of 
"the  Act"  are  references  to  the  National 
Labor  Relations  Act.) 

1.  Arkansas  Lighthouse  for  the  Blind 
is  an  employer  engaged  in  commerce  with- 
in the  meaning  of  Section  2(6)  and  (7) 
of  the  Act. 

2.  Chauffers,  Teamsters,  and  Helpers 
Local  Union  No.  878,  affiliated  with  the 
International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs,  Warehousemen,  and  Helpers  of 
America,  is  a  labor  organization  within 
the  meaning  of  Section  2(5)  of  the  Act. 

3.  By  threatening  employees  with 
plant  closure  if  they  engaged  in  union 
activities.  Respondent  violated  Section 
8(a)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

4.  By  advising  its  employees  that  it 
would    be    futile    for    them    to    select    the 


Union  as  their  collective  bargaining 
representative.  Respondent  violated  Sec- 
tion 8(a)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

5.  By  promising  employees  wage  in- 
creases and  increased  benefits  if  they 
rejected  the  Union,  Respondent  violated 
Section  8(a)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

6.  By  promising  an  employee  a  promo- 
tion in  order  to  undermine  his  suport 
for  the  Union,  Respondent  violated  Sec- 
tion 8(a)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

7.  By  threatening  employees  with  loss 
of  work  based  on  union  considerations, 
Respondent  violated  Section  8(a)(1)  of 
the  Act. 

8.  By  interrogating  employees  regard- 
ing their  union  membership,  activities 
and  sympathies,  or  those  of  fellow  em- 
ployees. Respondent  violated  Section 
8(a)(1)  of  the  Act. 

9.  By  soliciting  employees  to  with- 
draw their  union  authorization  cards, 
Respondent  violated  Section  8(a)(1)  of 
the  Act. 

10.  By  offering  and  granting  in- 
creased benefits  to  induce  employees  to 
ask  for  waivers  and  withdrawal  of  the 
representation  petition.  Respondent  vio- 
lated Section  8(a)(1)  of  the  Act. 

11.  By  advising  employees  to  request 
the  Union  to  withdraw  from  the  election 
process.  Respondent  violated  Section 
8(a)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

12.  By  soliciting  employees  to  select 
another  union  (other  than  the  Team- 
sters), Respondent  violated  Section 
8(a)(1)  of  the  Act. 

13.  By  advising  employees  it  would 
withhold  union  dues  while  refusing  to 
bargain  with  the  Union,  Respondent  vio- 
lated Section  8(a)(1)  and  (3)  of  the 
Act. 

14.  By  withholding  a  regularly  sched- 
uled    pay     raise.    Respondent        violated 
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Section  8(a)(1)  and  (3)  of  the  Act. 

15.  All  production  and  maintenance 
employees,  including  inspectors,  em- 
ployed by  the  Respondent  at  its  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas  facility  excluding  all 
other  employees  including  office  cleri- 
cal employees,  guards,  and  supervisors 
as  defined  in  the  Act,  constitute  a  unit 
appropriate  for  the  purposes  of  collec- 
tive bargaining  within  the  meaning  of 
Section  9(b)  of  the  Act. 

16.  Since  April  11 ,  1981,  a  majority 
of  the  employees  of  Respondent,  in  the 
unit  described  above,  have  designated 
and  selected  the  Union  as  their  repre- 
sentative for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining. 

17.  At  all  times  since  April  11, 
19  81,  the  Union  by  virtue  of  Section 
9(a)  of  the  Act,  has  been  and  is,  the 
exclusive  representative  of  the  employ- 
ees in  the  unit  described  above,  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining  with 
respect  to  rates  of  pay,  wages,  hours  of 
employment,  and  other  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  employment. 

18.  On  April  3  0,  19  81,  the  Union 
requested  Respondent   to   recognize   it  as 


the  exclusive  collective  bargaining  rep- 
resentative of  Respondent's  employees  in 
the  unit  described  above,  and  to  bargain 
collectively  with  it  as  the  exclusive 
bargaining  representative  of  said 
employees  with  respect  to  their  rates  of 
pay,  wages,  hours  of  employment,  and 
other  terms  and  conditions  of  employ- 
ment. 

19.  Since  June  11,  19  81,  Respondent 
has  failed  and  refused,  and  continues  to 
fail  and  refuse  to  recognize  or  bargain 
with  the  Union  as  the  exclusive  collec- 
tive bargaining  representative  of  its 
employees  in  the  unit  described  above. 

20.  By  refusing  to  bargain  with  the 
Union  on  and  after  June  11,  19  81,  Re- 
spondent has  engaged  in  unfair  labor 
practices  within  the  meaning  of  Section 
8(a)(1)  and  (5)  of  the  Act. 

21.  These  unfair  labor  practices  are 
so  serious,  pervasive,  egregious  and 
substantial,  that  they  preclude  the 
holding  of  a  fair  re-run  election  and 
warrant  an  order  to  bargain. 

11.  The  aforesaid  unfair  labor  prac- 
tices affect  commerce  within  the  meaning 
of  Section  2(6)  and  (7)  of  the  Act. 


If   you   or   a   friend  would   like    to    remember    the  National  Federation   of    the  Blind    in 
your  will,  you  can  do  so  by  employing  the  following  language: 

"I    give,      devise,       and    bequeath    unto   National    Federation    of    the    Blind,    a  District 
of     Columbia  nonprofit  corporation,     the   sum   of  ^ (or  " percent  of 


my  net  estate"   or  "The   following   stocks  and   bonds: 
worthy  purposes  on  behalf  of  blind  persons." 


__")    to   be  used    for    its 
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ON  MISCONCEPTION  AND  STEREOTYPES: 
SOME  FOOD  FOR  THOUGHT  FROM  THE  DIABETIC  NETWORK 

by  Eileen  O'Brien 


As  I  finished  reading  the  November, 
1983,  Braille  Monitot;  I  was  heartened 
by  the  articulate  letters  that  issue 
contained.  I  was  also  saddened  by  how 
much  remained  to  be  done.  The  same 
month  brought  a  note  to  me  from  a  woman 
who  was  convinced  that  her  husband,  a 
blind  diabetic  man  41  years  old,  would 
have  to  be  put  into  a  nursing  home  be- 
cause of  his  diabetes. 

Educating  the  public  is  still  a  tre- 
mendous task,  and  in  this  case  the  pub- 
lic includes  you,  my  fellow  Federation- 
ists. 

Recently  a  friend  of  mine,  a  blind 
diabetic,  went  to  the  home  of  a  friend 
for  Thanksgiving  dinner.  During  the 
meal  he  asked  for  the  cranberry  sauce. 
After  a  pause  someone  said,  "Don't  pass 
it  to  him.  He  can't  have  it  anyway." 
Therein  lies  our  dilemma.  For  as  many 
labels  as  we  encounter  as  blind  people, 
we  face  an  equal  number  of  frustrations 
as  diabetics. 

One  day  as  I  was  trying  to  reach  an- 
other person  in  the  network,  I  talked  to 
the  affiliate's  president  to  sec  if  he 
had  a  phone  number.  I  wanted  to  know 
whether  or  not  the  person  was  going  to 
the  national  convention.  As  we  do  every 
year  for  the  convention,  we  had  made 
arrangements  for  dialysis  for  those  peo- 
ple on  the  kidney  machine.  He  answered, 
"Well,  we've  reserved  a  seat  for  her, 
but  we  don't  know  if  we'll  let  her  on 
the  bus.  She  might  have  a  medical  emer- 
gency."       I    replied    that    it   wasn't    his 


decision  but  that  of  the  woman  and  her 
doctor.  Upon  hearing  the  story  a  friend 
asked,  "Doesn't  he  realize  that  he 
sounds  exactly  like  people  who  say  blind 
folks  can't  travel  alone  because  they 
might  trip  while  they're  on  the  bus?" 

Diabetes  is  a  complex  disease.  The 
only  experts  are  the  diabetics  them- 
selves. Each  of  us  on  the  network  has 
been  diabetic  for  twenty  to  thirty 
years.  Complications  are  the  result  of 
the  length  of  time  one  has  had  the  dis- 
ease. In  plain  words,  it  is  not  our 
fault. 

We  all  know  people  who  assume  that 
blind  means  helpless.  By  the  same  token 
it  is  false  to  make  assumptions  about 
diabetics.  Diabetics  can  eat  anything. 
It  is  a  question  of  when  and  how  much. 
There  are  times  when  we  have  to  have 
sugar,  fast. 

I  was  passing  literature  in  a  train 
station  and  remarked  to  the  member  who 
was  with  me  that  the  carmelcom  sure 
smelled  good.  "What  do  you  care?"  he 
snapped.    "You  can't  have  it  anyway." 

At  banquets,  for  instance,  a  reproach- 
ful voice  says,  "Should  you  really  be 
eating  that?" 

Usually  I  haven't  time  to  explain  my 
mental  computer.  It  calculates  for  me 
how  much  I've  walked  that  day,  what  time 
I  took  my  insulin,  and  since  I  mix  two 
types  of  insulin,  when  each  has  had  its 
peak,  how  much  more  physical  activity 
the  evening  will  require.  Or,  perhaps  I 
have  already  taken  a  second  injection  to 
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cover  the  extra  food.  My  calculator  not 
only  handles  sugar,  but  since  I  am  a 
kidney  transplant,  it  mentally  computes 
salt,  potassium,  cholesterol,  protein, 
and  carbohydrates.  The  diet  is  one  of 
exchanges.  Weight  Watchers  diet  is 
based  on  the  Diabetic  Exchange  List. 
Weight  Watchers  frowns  on  the  word 
cheating,  and  so  do  we.  It  has  a  nega- 
tive connotation.  We  prefer  to  make 
"choices." 

The  NFB  diabetic  network  is  a  growing 
number  of  people  who  happen  to  be  blind, 
have  diabetes,  and  be  on  dialysis  or 
have  a  kidney  transplant.  We  can  draw 
up  our  own  insulin,  give  our  own  inject- 
ions, and  generally  take  care  of  our- 
selves. The  network  needs  your  help. 
Many  Federationists  are  diabetic  and 
haven't  said  anything  about  it.  I  un- 
derstand their  attitude.  One  opens  one- 
self to  a  host  of  remarks  from  the  uned- 
ucated. But  we  in  the  network  need  to 
reach  these  people  since  their  lives  may 
depend  on  it.  Most  of  us  who  have  kid- 
ney   transplants   have   had  misinformation 


from  the  so-called  professionals.  As 
good  Federationists  we  represent  a  focus 
on  positive  living. 

The  following  Federationists  have  giv- 
en me  permission  to  use  their  names. 
Each  has  his  own  individual  network  in 
their  local  community  but  is  available 
to  any  person  seeking  information: 
Karen  Mayry,  South  Dakota;  Ed  Bryant, 
Missouri;  Betty  Minier,  South  Dakota; 
Betty  Walker,  Missouri;  Kay  Cheever, 
South  Dakota;  Joyce  Miller,  Missouri; 
Eileen  O'Brien,  Illinois;  lone  Tingum, 
Idaho. 

Finally,  the  diabetic  network  exists 
to  encourage  blind  diabetics.  Many  of 
us  were  told  by  our  doctors  that  we 
could  not,  because  of  our  diabetes,  live 
alone,  could  not  go  on  the  kidney  ma- 
chine, could  not  have  a  transplant. 
That,  in  effect,  we  must,  when  our  kid- 
neys fail,  go  home,  write  our  wills,  and 
prepare  to  die.  We  hope  that  in  the 
future  you  will  think  carefully  about 
some  of  the  things  you  have  assumed  to 
be  true  about  diabetics. 


FEDERATIONIST  SERVES  AS  MISTRESS  OF  CEREMONIES 

by  Sharon  Gold 


(Reprinted  from  the  September-October, 
19  83,  Spokesmaa  the  official  publi- 
cation of  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  of  California.) 

Nancy  Smalley,  Second  Vice  President 
of  the  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
of    California    and    President    of    our    San 


Fernando  Valley  Chapter,  is  a  long-time 
Federationist  and  a  very  dynamic  person. 
The  mother  of  two  boys,  Jeff  and  Kevin, 
Nancy  assumed  an  active  role  in  the 
school  and  community  activities  which 
involved  her  children.  During  grade 
school,  each  boy  proudly  and  frequently 
volunteered    their  mom   to   be    the   class- 
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room  room-mother.  Nancy  was  an  active 
member  of  the  Parents  and  Teachers  Asso- 
ciation (PTA)  of  the  Monterey  Avenue 
Elementary  School  in  Burbank,  chairing 
many  committees.  In  19  74,  she  was  elec- 
ted PTA  President. 

When  her  boys  were  mature  enough  to  no 
longer  need  mom  to  send  them  off  to 
school  and  greet  them  in  the  afternoon 
on  their  return  home,  Nancy  joined  the 
ranks  of  employed  parents.  She  is  cur- 
rently working  at  the  California  Depart- 
ment of  Motor  Vehicles  in  Los  Angeles 
where  she  serves  as  an  Information  Oper- 
ator for  the  Central  Information  Unit. 
Nancy's    talents    and    abilities   have   been 


recognized  by  her  co-workers  and  super- 
visors at  the  Department  of  Motor  Ve- 
hicles where  her  leadership  has  again 
shined. 

On  October  15,  a  retirement  party  was 
held  in  honor  of  Robert  Walker,  manager 
of  two  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Motor 
Vehicles  Units,  including  the  Central 
Information  Unit.  Elaine  WUbum,  Per- 
sonnel Coordinator  for  the  DMV  Los  An- 
geles Office,  chaired  the  "by  invitation 
only"  dinner  which  was  held  at  the  Uni- 
versity Hilton  Hotel.  Mrs.  WUbum  in- 
vited our  own  Nancy  Smalley  to  serve  as 
Mistress  of  Ceremonies  for  this  most 
prestigious  event. 


SPECIAL  NFB  DISCOUNTED  AIRFARES 
AVAILABLE  FOR  PHOENIX  CONVENTION 


We  have  now  negotiated  a  special 
agreement  with  United  Airlines  for  tra- 
vel to  and  from  the  Phoenix  convention. 
For  convention  purposes  we  are  designat- 
ing United  as  our  official  air  carrier. 
Special  arrangements  have  been  made  with 
United  to  offer  conventiongoers  a  ^10.00 
discount  off  super  saver  fares.  To  get 
this  discounted  fare  you  or  your  travel 
agency  must  call  the  unlisted  toll-free 
number  of  United's  convention  desk,  Mon- 
day through  Friday  8:3  0  ajn.  to  5:3  0 
pjn.  local  time.  The  toll-free  number 
for  flight  reservations  is  800-521-4041. 
You  should  say  that  you  are  attending 
the  NFB  convention  in  Phoenix.  In  addi- 
tion you  must  give  our  code  number, 
which  is  43 4E. 


This  toll-free  number  is  available  to 
those  within  the  forty-eight  contiguous 
states.  Here  are  the  details  on  our 
special  NFB  convention  fare:  ^10.00 
discount  on  the  super  saver  fare  in  ef- 
fect at  the  time  of  ticketing.  All  min- 
imum stay,  advance  purchase,  and  advance 
change  restrictions  are  waived.  Travel 
may  commence  no  earlier  than  Wednesday, 
June  27,  1984,  and  must  be  completed  on 
or  before  July  10,  19  84.  Travel  at  the 
special  fare  is  not  permitted  July  3 
through  5.  Of  course,  this  should  not 
be  a  problem  to  us  since  we  will  be  at 
the  convention  by  July  3  and  surely  will 
not  want  to  leave  before  July  5. 

Reservations  should  be  made  as  early 
as   possible.      Final   day    for   reservations 
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and  ticketing  is  the  day  prior  to  de- 
parture. Ticket  purchase  may  be  direct- 
ly from  United,  which  wUl  mail  your 
ticket  to  you.  Just  provide  your  form 
of  payment  when  you  call.  Also,  you  may 
purchase  your  ticket  through  an  author- 
ized travel  agency.  However,  remember 
that     the     travel    agency    must    call    the 


toll-free  number  at  United 's  travel  desk 
(800-521-4041)  and  use  our  convention 
code  number  (434E). 

We  have  been  assured  by  United  that 
there  will  be  no  hassle  concerning  canes 
and  dogs,  and  we  believe  that  they  will 
do  everything  they  can  to  expedite  your 
travel  plans  and  make  the  trip  pleasant. 


FACTS  FROM  THE  FILES 

by  Gerry  Paice 


E.U.  Parker,  Jr.,  a  well-known  Federa- 
tionist,  chiropractor,  and  insurance  a- 
gent  has  been  President  of  the  Missis- 
sippi Chiropractic  Association,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Laurel,  Mississippi,  Rotary 
Club,  and  a  District  Chairman  of  the  Boy 
Scouts  for  two  terms.  He  has  also  been 
a  tireless  worker  for  the  betterment  of 
conditions  for  the  blind  in  Mississippi 
and  throughout  our  land. 

When  the  World  Health  Organization 
polled  its  1 3  5-nation  membership  several 
years  ago,  it  was  determined  that  from 
ten  to  fifteen  million  people  in  the 
world  were  blind.  In  Europe  and  in  the 
United  States  the  blindness  rate  was  one 
in  five  hundred.  In  Asia  and  Africa  it 
was  one  in  one  hundred  and  higher.  They 
estimated  that  half  the  blindness  in  the 
world  could  have  been  avoided  if  it  had 
been  detected  immediately.  It  was  also 
concluded  that  visual  problems  of  var- 
ious degrees  of  seriousness  affect  about 
half  the  population  of  the  U.S. 

According  to  a  study  released  by  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor  in  19  77,  there 
were     134     sheltered    workshops     in     the 


United  States  employing  approximately 
4,450  blind  workers.  Some  were  spon- 
sored by  the  states  in  which  they  were 
located  and  others  were  a  part  of  pri- 
vate agencies  for  the  blind  receiving 
grants  plus  public  support. 

It  is  reported  that  from  1968  to  1976 
wages  in  sheltered  workshops  for  the 
handicapped  throughout  the  land  in- 
creased only  6.5  percent  despite  infla- 
tion and  a  forty-four  percent  increase 
in  the  national  minimum  wage.  This  in- 
formation was  published  by  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Labor. 

At  the  age  of  eighteen  Francis  Joseph 
Campbell  became  an  instructor  in  music 
at  the  Tennessee  State  Institution  for 
the  Blind.  In  later  years  he  served  in 
the  same  capacity  at  Perkins  Institution 
for  the  Blind  in  South  Boston,  Massachu- 
setts, under  Dr.  Samuel  Gridley  Howe. 
It  was  in  Europe,  however,  that  he  at- 
tained world  wide  recognition  as  the  co- 
founder  of  the  Royal  Normal  College  and 
Academy  of  Music  for  the  Blind  in  Lon- 
don. In  the  years  that  followed,  the 
whole   concept  of   education  of  blind    in- 
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clividuals  in  England  and  Scotland  under- 
went a  drastic  change,  and  educators 
give  the  credit  to  Francis  Joseph  Camp- 
bell. Early  in  the  present  century  he 
was  knighted  by  King  Edward  III. 

Linda  Miller,  who  now  lives  in  New 
Mexico,  formerly  lived  in  Ohio.  When 
she  lived  in  Ohio,  she  was  selected  by 
the  Governor  of  the  state  as  one  of 
eleven  members  of  a  Spanish- speaking 
Commission  created  to  facilitate  equal 
treatment  of  Hispanics  in  Ohio.  She  was 
also  recognized  as  an  outstanding  woman 
of  the  state  by  the  Ohio  Women's  Infor- 
mation Council. 

Courtland  Perry  (a  blind  citizen  of 
the  state  of  Maine)  acquired  a  law  de- 
gree, became  a  District  Court  Judge,  and 
then  became  Assistant  Attorney  General 
for  the  state. 

William  Powers  was  a  native  of  Rhode 
Island.  He  left  school  before  gradua- 
tion and  went  to  work  in  a  mill.  A  few 
years  later,  he  became  totally  blind  as 
the    result  of  an   accident.     Obliged   to 


leave  the  mill,  he  sought  orientation 
and  further  education  at  Perkins  School 
for  the  Blind  in  Massachusetts  and  later 
attended  Boston  University  Law  School 
from  which  he  graduated  with  honors.  He 
passed  the  Massachusetts  and  Rhode  Is- 
land bars  and  eventually  became  a  pro- 
bate judge  in  Rhode  Island.  In  the 
years  that  followed,  he  served  in  the 
Rhode  Island  legislature,  was  elected 
Attorney  General  of  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island,  and  topped  his  career  in  the 
legal  profession  as  a  judge  of  the  Rhode 
Island  Supreme  Court.  Had  he  remained 
sighted,  he  might  well  have  spent  his 
entire  life  as  a  worker  in  the  mill. 

There  were  16  delegates  from  7  states 
at  the  meeting  at  which  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind  was  founded  at 
Wilkes  Barre,  Pennsylvania  in  1940.  At 
the  19  42  convention  in  Des  Moines  there 
were  150  delegates  from  15  states.  At 
the  1946  convention  there  were  250  dele- 
gates from  2  3  states. 
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RECIPES 


NEW   PORT  RICHEY   BEER  BREAD 

/'v  Jane  Buyd 

(.\(>lc:  Jane  Boyd  is  !lic  Prcsidcnr  ojOur  )!c\vl\-  tornicJ  Horizon  Chapter 
of  the  Xatiiuial  I'ejeration  of  the  Blind  of  l-loridu  The  Chapter  is 
located  in  Holiday.  Florida  ) 

Ingredients:     1    1  2  ounce  can  o'(  beer  at  room  temperature 

2  tabk'spoons  sugar 

3  cups  self-rising  tlour 


APRIL     1984 


189 


Directions:  Grease  a  regular  size  bread  pan.  Preheat  oven  to  350 
degrees.  Pour  beer  into  mixing  bowl.  Add  sugar  and  flour 
and  stir.  Bake  for  one  hour.  Turn  loaf  onto  side  of  pan  on 
rack  and  cool.  Tlien  grease  loaf.  Any  kind  of  beer  may  be 
used -light,  German,  etc.  An  egg  may  be  added,  or  one  cup 
biscuit  mix  may  be  added  for  one  cup  of  flour. 


FRUIT  FANTASIA   DESSERT 

by  Jane  Buyd 

Ingredients:     1  20  ounce  can  of  crushed  pineapple  in  juice 

1  16  ounce  can  fnut  cocktail,  drained 

1  cup  colored  or  white  miniature  marshmallows 

1  small  pkg.  instant  pistashio  pudding  mix 


Directions:  Pour  pineapple  and  juice  into  a  bowl.  Add  the  fruit  cock- 
tail which  has  been  drained.  Add  the  marshmallows 
and  then  the  pudding  and  stir  well.  The  pudding  is  dry 
from  the  box.  I  use  a  large  size  glass  bowl.  I  do  hope 
someone  will  try  these  and  tell  me  how  they  like  them. 


APPLE   SNITZ 

by  Mabel  Hanistcad 

(\ote:  Mabel  Hanisread  is  an  aetive  member  of  our  Sussex  Count)'. 
Delaware,  Chapter.  Reeently  she  was  one  of  the  group  from  that  chapter 
which  toured  the  National  Center  for  the  Blind.  She  says  this  recipe  has 
been  one  of  her  favorites  for  many  years.  The  samples  she  brought 
quickly  disappeared.  Try  them  and  you  will  understand  why. ) 

Directions:  Peel  and  core  as  many  apples  as  you  wish  to  use.  Cut  into 
quarters;  then  cut  each  quarter  into  three  slices.  Spread  on 
a  cookie  sheet  or  wire  rack.  Place  near  a  steady  but  slow 
source  of  heat  (i.e.  the  register  of  a  forced  air  furnace).  Do 
not  place  apples  in  direct  contact  with  very  hot  surfaces.  If 
you  are  using  a  kerosene  or  wood  space  heater,  place  a 
brick  on  top  of  the  heater  and  the  pan  with  the  apples  on 
the  brick.  Allow  the  apples  to  dry  for  about  36  hours. 
Enjoy! 


8soe«cooo«oooe«oocooeococo60BOOOccc«c«cco&e«ccccoc«coscccc«ccoc«oeocc«c«««^ 


190 


THE    BRAILLE   MONITOR 


O  O  O  O  O  O  MONITOR  MINIATURES 

ODies: 

On  Wednesday,  February  11,  19  84, 
Christopher  James  Blume  died  at  Columbia 
Presbyterian  Hospital  in  New  York  City. 
He  was  the  son  of  Tom  and  Florence 
Blume,  long-time  leaders  in  the  New  Jer- 
sey affiliate,  and  the  nephew  of  Jim 
Sofka,  President  of  the  NFB  of  New  Jer- 
sey. Florence  is  Jim's  sister.  Chris- 
topher James  had  hung  between  life  and 
death  from  the  day  of  his  birth,  August 
31,  19  83.  He  died  of  liver  failure  and 
other  complications.  We  share  the  grief 
of  the  Blumes  and  Jim  Sofka.  Their  pain 
and  suffering  during  the  past  few  months 
have  been  severe. 

OReminder: 

R.  J.  Edlund,  Treasurer  of  the  Nation- 
al Federation  of  the  Blind  says:  "I 
would  remind  all  state  affiliates  that 
it  would  make  my  job  much  easier  if  you 
would  send  your  annual  ^3  0.00  assessment 
to  the  National  Office  as  soon  as  possi- 
ble. Please  note  on  the  check  'Annual 
Assessment.'  States  that  are  delinquent 
in  the  payment  of  their  assessment  at 
the  time  of  the  annual  convention  are 
not  entitled  to  vote." 

OA  Christmas  Bundle: 

Sarah  Schmitt  arrived  Christmas  morn- 
ing, 19  83.  Her  father  Loren  is  Presi- 
dent of  the  NFB  Chapter  in  Idaho  Falls, 
Idaho.  Her  mother  Treasure  is  also  a 
long-time  Federationist.  Sarah  has  two 
brothers,  Nicholas  and  Virgil. 

OGala  Event: 

Everyone  is  invited  to  come  early  to 
the  NFB  convention  in  19  84  and  join  the 
C.E.I.P.    Committee    at    our    annual   Wine 


and  Cheese  Tasting  Party  to  be  held  on 
Monday,  July  2,  19  84,  from  3:3  0  until 
7:3  0  p.m.  Tickets  for  this  fun  and  fes- 
tive event  are  ^5.00  each  and  may  be 
purchased  from  any  C.E.I.P.  Committee 
member  at  the  convention,  at  the  door  of 
the  party,  or  by  contacting  Cheryl  Fin- 
ley,  1810  N.W.  1st  Street,  Apt.  8, 
Ankeny,  Iowa  50021;  or  phone (515) 965- 
1409.  This  gala  event  is  a  good  way  for 
everyone  to  start  the  convention,  to  see 
old  friends,  and  meet  new  ones.  It  also 
is  a  good  way  to  help  raise  funds  for 
the  C.E.I.P.  Committee.  Join  us  for  a 
festive  wine  and  cheese  tasting  party. 

Olntercsting  Meeting: 

The  United  Blind  of  Washington  State, 
which  is  the  name  used  by  those  who 
splintered  away  from  our  Washington  af- 
filiate, published  an  interesting  item 
in  its  Winter,  19  84,  issue  of  the 
Newsline,  the  group's  official  publi- 
cation. In  the  article  entitled  "From 
the  President's  Desk,"  Frank  Cuta  says: 

"I  have  several  items  of  interest  to 
all  UBWS  members.  The  first  has  to  do 
with  a  meeting  that  Sue  Ammeter  and  I 
attended  in  Salt  Lake  City  on  December 
16.  It  was  hosted  by  Grant  Mack,  Presi- 
dent of  the  American  Council  of  the 
Blind  (ACB).  Also  attending  the  meeting 
were  Bob  Acosta  and  Allen  Jenkins  from 
the  California  CouncU  of  the  Blind 
(CCB)  ;  JoAnne  Slayton  and  John  Taylor 
from  the  United  Blind  of  Iowa;  Robert 
Campbell  and  George  Fogarty  from  the  ACB 
affiliate  in  California;  and  Durward 
McDaniel  of  the  ACB  and  other  ACB  offi- 
cers. The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to 
explore  what  our  beliefs  were  regarding 
the  ACB,  to  dispel  any  misconceptions 
that  we  might  still  have  about  the  ACB, 
and   to  generally  promote  our   interest   in 
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affiliating  with  the  ACB.  I  was  person- 
ally very  impressed  with  the  caliber  of 
people  at  the  meeting  and  the  directions 
that  the  discussion  took.  It  was  invig- 
orating to  take  part  in  a  discussion 
that  covered  the  gamut  of  controversial 
subjects  that  have  been  bones  of  conten- 
tion between  our  organizations  for  a 
long  time.  None  of  the  hostilities  or 
evasiveness  that  might  have  been  ex- 
pected were  present.  In  fact  it  was  a 
very  informal  exchange  in  which  Grant 
Mack  only  served  as  a  very  loose  co- 
ordinator. 

"As  a  result  of  this  meeting  Bob  and 
Al  and  the  rest  of  the  CCB  are  giving 
serious  consideration  to  joining  the 
ACB.  John  and  JoAnne  from  Iowa  and  Sue 
and  I  from  this  state  are  being  more 
non-commital." 

ONew  Arrival: 

Some  report  that  she  came  into  the 
world  carrying  a  picket  sign.  Others 
report  that  it  was  not  a  picket  sign  but 
an  SF  171  Form.  While  we  have  been  un- 
able to  substantiate  or  refute  either 
report,  these  facts  are  known  about  Vir- 
ginia Ann  Stanzel,  the  new  daughter  of 
Dean  and  Susan  Stanzel  of  Missouri:  She 
entered  the  world  at  9:06  a.m.,  Monday, 
March  5,  19  84;  she  measured  4  5.8  centi- 
meters (18  inches)  long;  and  weighed 
2.75  kilograms  (6  pounds,  1  ounce).  Mo- 
ther, father,  and  elder  sister  are  re- 
cuperating nicely. 

OFired: 

As  we  go  to  press,  we  have  learned 
that  Edward  McHugh  has  just  been  fired 
as  Commissioner  for  the  Blind  in  Massa- 
chusetts. Details  are  lacking,  but  we 
will  try  to  give  a  full  account  of 
events  in  a  later  issue. 


OAssists  in  Delivering  Baby: 

Hazel  Staley  sends  us  the  following 
article  from  the  March  1,  19  84,  issue  of 
the  Charlotte  News,  Donna  Howell  is  a 
member  of  our  Charlotte,  North  Carolina, 
Chapter.    The  article  reads: 

"Baby  girl  Gibbs  entered  the  world 
Tuesday  a  little  sooner  than  anyone  ex- 
pected, leaving  her  mother  with  only  a 
childbirth  coach  to  help— and  the  coach 
was  blind. 

"But  the  delivery  in  the  Dilworth  home 
went  smooth  as  silk,  with  3  5-year-old 
Julie  Misegades  the  proud  mother  of  a 
healthy  7-pound  9-ounce  girl. 

"Almost  as  proud  was  the  coach.  Donna 
Howell,  a  2  4-year-old  Charlotte  woman 
who  has  been  blind  since  birth.  She  had 
never  delivered  a  baby  before— other 
than  her  own,  and  she  had  a  doctor  to 
help  her  with  that  one. 

"'I  couldn't  be  nervous,'  said  Mrs. 
Howell.     'I  knew  the  baby  was  coming...' 

"The  fact  that  Mrs.  Howell  is  blind 
meant  nothing  to  Ms.  Misegades  in  her 
selection  of  a  labor  coach.  'She  deals 
with  life  as  well  as  anyone,'  Ms.  Mise- 
gades said," 

OElected: 

In  January  the  following  people  were 
elected  as  officers  and  board  members  of 
the  Blind  Merchants  Guild  of  Colorado: 
Carol  Hawk,  President;  Don  Hudson,  Vice 
President;  Colleen  Kalimat,  Secretary; 
Helen  Fagenbush,  Treasurer;  and  Board 
Members:  John  Duffy,  Paul  Haskins,  Mark 
Meusborn,  and  Leroy  Stevens. 


jQod  Hcuskeeping 
The    October,     19  83, 


issue    of    Good 


Housekeeping  magazine  carried  an  article 
in  its  section  "The  Better  V/ay"  entitled 
"Groups    That    Help    You    Through   Hard 
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Times."  The  article  refers  blind  per- 
sons and  their  families  to  the  National 
Office  of  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  to  obtain  the  name  and  address  of 
local  chapters. 

ONew  Baby  In  Maurer  Household: 

David  Patrick  Maurer  was  born  March 
10,  19  84,  at  9:15  a.m.  He  followed  both 
his  father's  and  his  mother's  example  by 
coming  into  the  world  early  (approxi- 
mately two  months  early).  He  weighed 
three  pounds  thirteen  ounces,  was  seven- 
teen inches  long,  and  has  brown  hair. 
It  was  the  coldest  March  10  since  Balti- 
more has  been  keeping  weather  records 
(thirteen  degrees).  David's  mother, 
Patricia,  was  slated  to  go  to  a  local 
NFB  chapter  meeting  on  Maryland's  East- 
em  Shore  on  March  10,  and  she  was  just 
about  to  prepare  to  depart  when  it  be- 
came clear  that  her  destination  would 
need  to  be  the  hospital  instead. 
David's  father.  Marc,  was  in  Idaho  on 
March  10  handling  legal  work  in  the 
civil  rights  cases  which  have  recently 
developed  there.  It  was  late  Monday 
night,  March  12,  before  Marc  was  able  to 
get  back  to  Baltimore  and  see  his  son 
for  the  first  time.  David  Patrick  fol- 
lowed time-honored  Federation  practice- 
namely,  that  Federation  babies  make  ac- 
commodations with  the  needs  of  the  move- 
ment. 

ONew  Qiapter: 

The  Blackstone  Valley  Chapter  of  the 
NFB  of  Massachusetts  was  welcomed  in  to 
the  Federation  family  on  October  7, 
1983.  Officers  are:  Richard  Wood, 
President;  Alan  Dow,  Vice  President; 
Dian  Wood,  Treasurer;  Sherrie  Bicknell, 
Secretary;  Harold  Tauson,  Legislative 
Officer;    and  Alan  Dow,   Public  Relations 


and  Fund-Raiser.  We  are  in  the  process 
of  selling  Herbert  candy  bars,  and  our 
sales  are  proving  to  be  a  great  success. 

^Communication  Device  for  the  Deaf- 
Blind: 

Telesensory  Systems,  Inc.  announces: 
the  manufacture  of  TeleBraille,  a  com- 
munication device  for  the  deaf-blind. 
In  a  face-to-face  communication  situa- 
tion, a  deaf- blind  person  who  knows 
Braille  can  learn  to  operate  the  Tele- 
Braille  system  in  a  few  minutes.  The 
deaf-blind  person  "talks"  by  keying  in 
his/her  message  on  a  Braille  keyboard 
and  "listens"  by  reading  a  Braille  dis- 
play consisting  of  several  rows  of  pins 
that  are  mechanically  raised  and  lowered 
to  display  twenty  cells  of  Braille.  A 
sighted  partner  "talks"  by  keying  his- 
her  message  on  the  typewriter  built 
into  a  second  unit  connected  by  a  cable 
to  the  Braille  unit.  This  second  unit 
also  contains  a  3  2-character  visual  LED 
display  and  a  telephone  acoustic  coup- 
ler. Information  from  either  keyboard 
appears  simultaneously  on  the  visual  and 
Braille     displays.  The     entire     Tele- 

Braille  system  is  battery  operated  and 
portable.  For  further  information  about 
the  TeleBraille,  contact  TSI  at  its 
world  headquarters,  45  5  North  Bernardo 
Avenue,  Mountain  View,  California  94043. 

<>Scholarship  for  Parent  of  Blind  Child: 

The  following  announcement  was  recent- 
ly sent  throughout  New  Mexico  by  Fred 
Schroeder,  President  of  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind  of  New  Mexico: 
Dear  Parent: 
The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
sponsors  a  nationwide  organization  which 
was  established  to  provide  support  and 
information    to    parents    of    blind    child- 
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ren.  The  organization,  known  as  Parents 
of  Blind  Children,  holds  a  yearly  meet- 
ing in  conjunction  with  the  annual  con- 
vention of  the  National  Federation  of 
the  Blind.  The  organization  also  pub- 
lishes a  quarterly  magazine  entitled 
Future  Reflections. 

This  year  the  NFB  of  New  Mexico  is 
offering  a  scholarship  to  assist  a  par- 
ent of  a  blind  child  to  attend  the  Par- 
ents of  Blind  Children  Seminar,  as  well 
as  the  Federation's  week-long  convention 
(July  1-7,  1984).  This  year's  Seminar 
will  be  held  on  Sunday,  July  1,  19  84,  in 
Phoenix,  Arizona.  The  Seminar  will  pro- 
vide information  concerning  educational 
services  available  to  blind  children  and 
post-secondary,  as  well  as  vocational, 
opportunities.  From  the  non-technical 
standpoint  there  will  be  information  on 
growing  up  as  a  blind  child  and  learning 
to  compete  in  the  sighted  world. 

Of  perhaps  greatest  value  will  be  an 
opportunity  for  you  and  your  child  to 
meet  with  successful  blind  adults  from 
all  walks  of  life.  In  addition  to  more 
than  2,500  blind  people  who  attend  NFB 
conventions,  there  will  also  be  a  large 
number  of  blind  children  and  their  par- 
ents. Last  but  not  least,  the  exhibit 
area  will  consist  of  all  the  newest  aids 
and  appliances  available  to  the  blind. 

OFrom    Sandra    Johnson,    Chairperson    of 
the  Committee  on  Parental  Concerns: 

The  Committee  on  Parental  Concerns  is 
pleased  to  announce  our  plans  for  chUd 
care  during  our  upcoming  convention  in 
Phoenix. 

Child  care  hours  will  be  from  8:3  0 
a.m.  to  5:00  p.m.  from  Sunday,  July  1, 
through  Saturday,  July  7,  19  84,  with 
additional  child  care  provided  during 
the    scheduled  meeting   of   the  Committee 


on  Parental  Concerns  and  our  banquet. 

In  addition  to  the  professional  chUd 
care  staff  and  committee  volunteers, 
parents  will  be  asked  to  volunteer  from 
time  to  time  during  the  convention  so 
that  we  can  do  our  part  to  assure  that 
all  goes  well  in  our  chUd  care  room. 
Since  the  committee  is  providing  a  var- 
iety of  activities  for  our  younger  Fed- 
erationists,  we  welcome  your  suggest- 
ions. Therefore,  it  would  be  helpful  if 
parents  who  are  planning  to  bring  their 
children  to  convention  would  send  the 
names  and  addresses  of  the  children  and 
the  convention  arrival  and  departure 
dates  to  Mary  Wurtzel,  7800  Folk  Street, 
St.  Louis,  Missouri  63143;  telephone 
314-644-1123. 

Parents  should  keep  the  following  in 
mind:  1)  Parents  are  responsible  for 
providing  lunch  for  their  children  and 
lunch  may  not  be  served  in  the  child 
care  room.  2)  Personal  articles  must  be 
clearly  identified  by  label  to  assure 
their  return;  the  committee  cannot  as- 
sume responsibility  for  lost  items.  3) 
Emergency  information  needs  to  be  listed 
with  the  child  care  staff  so  parents  can 
be  located  immediately  if  necessary. 

Those  individuals  or  affiliates  wish- 
ing to  make  financial  contributions  to 
offset  convention  child  care  costs 
should  send  their  donations  to  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind  of  Den- 
ver, 223  2  South  Broadway,  Denver,  Colo- 
rado 80210.  Checks  or  money  orders 
should  be  made  payable  to  the  NFB  Com- 
mittee on  Parental  Concerns.  Cash  do- 
nations will  be  accepted  during  the  con- 
vention. 

I  look  forward  to  seeing  you  in  Phoe- 
nix and  thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 
ChUd  care  should  be  as  much  fun  for  our 
children   as    it   is  beneficial  to  all  of  us. 
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